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'ABSTRACT
A major responsibility 13f government, whether state,

local or federal, is ,tb provide educational-opportunity for its

citizens- in accord with their abilities, motivations, and the needs

of society, To'achieve thisAcai in postsedondary education, a

diversity:of institutions for students to attend and. the ,elimination

of barriers to these institutions is required. From the standpoint'of

public policy, the prime need is for a real

federal-state-institutional partpership in maki:ng equality

-opportunity pore of a reality in this country. Such a partnership

alone can aSsure substantial progress in meeting the heeds of

students, combined with reasonable, efficient, apd effective

allocation of existing and future aid resoUrces. In the operation of

this partnership a comprehensive program of student assistance,'

indluding opportunity grants,:work-study loans, and self-help from.

students,' is essential, This hcument presents a viable plan for ,such

a program. (Author/ES).
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FORWARD

We are happy to present and --ecommend for institutional, state, and

national consideration Post-Secondary

Federal-State-Institutional Partnershis, the report of the Task Force

on Student Assistance of the Education Commission of the States..

This is the first of a series of reports by task forces of-the

Commission on high 'Priority problem areas in post-secondary education.

The repo was apr-oved at the San Diego Steering Committee meeting

of the Commission on November 18, 1970.

On behalf of the Education Commission of the States I would like to

express our appreciation to former Governor Norbert Tiemann of
`i

Nebraska and Senator Bennett Katz of Maine as Co-Chairman and'to the

members of the Task Force for the many hours and careful deliberations

that led to the report and its recommendatio s.

Russell W. Peterson, Governor of Delaware
Chairmah, Education Gommis.3ion of the States

RWP:Mmb
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PREFACE

In the fall of 1969 the Education Commission of the States identified

a series f critical is ues in higher andpest-secondary education

with major implications for the states and higher educational insti

tutions for the decade of then's. ,Some tw-ive such 4reas were

identified with the help,of Commissioners, the Executive and Steering

Committees Of the Education Commission of the States, the U. S. Office

of Education, ard various- representatives of the higher educational

community. Of the twelve four were chosen as having particularly

high priority. "Critical" and "high priority for this purpose were

defined in terms of areas of particular conceri from the standpoint

of their implications for state and institutional operation and

planning in higher edu ation but also areas in which the pressure for

federal legislation was or would be high or federal supplementation

of state efforts should be seriously considered. They were also areas

in which the types of decisions made on state and federal levels could

or would have major impact on the future of past-secondary education

for some time to co e.

The four areas so identified were student assistance, statewide planning

for post-secondary education community and junior college

'vocational eduCationin higher educatiol,- In each of these areas. thp

Education Commission of the States developed a task force with both

higher educational and political representation, that is, each task

force included a governor, at least two state legislators, a statewide

higher education executive officer, a public and a private college

president, a kno ledgeable.layman, and three_or more others with



ii

particula JAIter,st or backgreund in the area in question. The task

,forces,were.not de igned to undertake basic research but to consider

various alternatives in the field in question in terms of their

implications for states andoinstitutions and to explore particularly

possible federal, state, and institutional-responsibilities in these

c.reas. The task force, after such exploration was then instructed .

to make appropriate recommendations to the Steering Committee of the'

Education Commission of the States and through the Steering Committee

_to the states, the federal government, and other appropriate organizations.

The TaSk Force on Student Assistance was appointed by Governor Tom

McCall -f Oregon, then Chairman of the Education Commission of the

States, in the spring of 1970. It held its first meeting in Omaha,

Nebraska, on May 28, 1970., It Met subsequently on July 30, September 10

and 11, and by conference call on NoveMber 2. Subcommittees of the

Task Force met on.July 8 and October 27.

The Summary and Recommendations of the Task Force. onStudent Assistance

e presented to the Steering Committee of the Educatiod-Commission

of the States in San.Diego, California, on November 18; 1970. The

Summary and Recommendations were accepted and approved'by the Stee ing

Committee with instructions that they be forwarded to the .states,

appropriate members of Congress, And other concerned_organizations

and persOns as a policy positionof theCommission.

'This docuMent Constitutes the full report of the Task Force., includirm
_

mUch' -f the background information and deliberations that led to the

Summary and Recommendations. We are pleased to present it to you,
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TASK FORCE ON STUDENT ASSISTANCE

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A major responsibility of government-- state, local or federal --

provide,edUcational opportunity for its citizens in decordance-with

_

their abilities motivation , and the needs of society. To achieve

this goal in.post-secondary education requires a diversi y

tutions for students to attend and the elimination of barriers to

aceess to'these institutions. The TaskJorce on Student Assistance

of the Education Commission of the.States focuseson the second of

these requirements.

Accordingly, the TaSk Force supports the atement of President

Nixon "No qUalified Student who wants to go to3coljege shOuld be

barred by lack of money. ' This statement implies the following goals:

There should be basic educational opportunities at the post-secondary

educational level\appropriate.to student needs, abilities, and
e,

interests in every state. Ihere should alSo be inStitutions that-
).

provi0 appropriate post-- condary =education for all qualified ,

,

Students. Each individual's opportunity for pinificant-car-er ,

hoices shOuld be limited onlyby hiscapabilit es- and not-by

:economic jultural, social,-or ethnic backgrounA.'-'e,n essential

f meeti g these goals is adequate funding., 'Therecond

widespred agr4ement umong Americans,that these.goals are imPor t
.

.
.

, %
t

_
,

. .. . ,
.

d achieveable but th they are still'a long way from full
.

_

implementation.
e,
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In order to accelerate the achievement of hese goals, the Task

Force the folio ing recommendations:

Federal-State_Institutional Partnership. From the standpoint of

public pali-dy-the p i e need is for a real federal-state-institutional

partnership in Making equality of educati nal opportunity more of a

reality in this country. Such institutional-state-federal partnership

cf

oin c-mplementiaton f efforts alone can assure substantial progreSs

in meeting the needs of students combined with reasonable, efficient,

and effectiVe allocation of existing and future aid resources.

-
In the operation of this partnership a comprehensive program of

student assistance, including opp rtunity grants, work=study, loans

and self-help from students and pafents is essential.

Such 4 p ogram should include:

(a) Utilization of need as the prime criterion in providing

.aid..A.wards-in excess, of need, given scarce resources, deprive other

students of needed assistance.

(b) 'D velopment and adaptation of a uniform system of needs

analysis to assure nationwide equity in determination of need. The

critical factor in determining need should be the ability of-the

student-parent combination (including ability to carry loans) to

'finance post-secondary education.

( ) Development of a system of all eating available aid funds
\

to assure equity in their distribution among students regardless of

geographic location.
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(d) Consideration of self-help (student-parent contributions

in cash, work, and loans) as the first source of financing post-

secondary education but with grants provided to close the remaining

gap for students wi h more extreme need.

(e) Making special provision to recruit, admit, and retain

stud nts from disadvantaged backgrounds. This will require additional

support to institutions to compensate for the higher cost of the
\

special services. It will also reql.ure institutional, state, and

national programs designed to seek out and encourage the disadvantaged

to avail themselves of increased educational opportunities. On both

state and federal levels,the real cost of educating,poor, disadvan:

taged, and Socially deprived students includes provision for insti-
\

tutional recruiting, admitting, retaining, and.placing. The fanure

adequately to recognize these costs will further delay the translation

--of legal opportunities into real opportunities.

(f) Development f.a. national system to Assess periodically

prbgress in achieving the,goalof equal educational opportunity.

II. The Res onsibility of States. The prime responSibility to provide

post-secondary educational opportunity to students historically, consti-

tutionally, and' impresent practice rests with the states. In further

developing adequate student aid programs states should:

) Develop a comprehensive student assistance prograM Which includes

provision fOr'both grants and self-help in the form of loans and work

opportunities This program should be aVailable for students pursuing

any public or non-public pps -secondarY program including vocational

schools, technical institutes; c mmunity and junior college four-year

coll g s, and graduate and profe Aonal institutions -- excluding only

programs the funding of which would violate the various state consti-

tutions and the federal constitutiOW1 ii



viii-

b) Develop a partnership with institu ions in administration

of the program, 'States should have as their goal the removal of

financial barriers to the educational opportunities for which the

students-are qualified. Th institution has the responsibility, with

the assistance of state, federal and institutional fiinof

assuring equity in distribution of financial support among its students.

The-comprehensive program should have sufficient flexibility to enable

institutional student financial aid officers to-meet unique need

situations.. (The federal government's role to assure equity between

states as discussed later.)-

(c) Develop in combinati;on with institutions and the federal

government an effective work7study program. State5 and institutions

should be encouraged to expand part-time work or work-study prograM

opportunities so that, whenever possible, students may choose work

rather than loans as Central to the studentg self-help portion of the

student aid program. Requirements for student self-help should not

be SO large that they jeopardize either the educational or th_

f_nancial future of the student. While loans have an important place

in the total financial picture, particularly at the level of providing

the option to attend more costly institutions, they-have limited

utility for very low-income students, women, -d others whoSe future

earnings are uncertain and likely to be variable. In addition, self-

help through work on,a limited basi if properly planned, can have

important educational a8 well as menetdry value, can help students in

career chOices, and can provide valuable experience in a eas related

to future careers.



(d) Develop.in combination with in

government effective loan progr

ix

utions and the federal

including accepting responsibility

for providing requlsite services and administrative functions in

relation to federal loan programs operating through the states.

(e) Provide effective statewide planning and coordination not

only for student financial aid programs but to help insure the

existence of a variety of post-secondary educational opportunit _s

fro-_ short-term occupational e4ication to professional and graduate

education-in various types of institutions to meet the variety of

needs and abilities of students and the manpower needs of society.

Effective statewide planning will also require that attention be

paid to regional and national planning and cooperation as well.

(f) Provide effective evaluation of resource use as related

to results to measure progress in achieving equality of-educational

opportunity and to assure optimum use of scarce resources.

(g) Focus continuing efforts on aid commensurete with need

rather than further extension of general non-need based subsidies
A

for all students.,

III. The Fed ral Role. While the federal government=has been the

junior partner to the states in student aid in support ofhigher

education, it will of necessity have to play an increasingly important

role if national objectives are to be met. The federal government

should;

(a) Equalize opportunity among states and in cooperation with

the states close the remaining aid gap. The tates" abilities to

support student aid programs vary widely. To the extent that these

differences are the result of differentials of family,income, and of

state ability to support a student assistance program, the federal

13



government should equalize the fends available to assist needy studen s.

This is not to penalize those states currently making major efforts,

since under no circumstances should the current level of federal

support to the students in any state be reduced. Rather, it is to

recognize that in future and additional funding equalization of

opportunity regardless of geographic area must play a prog e-sively

more important part.

(b) Provide in addition, a national framework for self-help

through loans to help meet differential costs of various educational

opportunities for lower- and middle-income families, e.g., National

Defense loans, warehousing of leans, interest subsidie

guaranteed loans.

(c) Allocate funds for student aid eqlialization to state

agencies representative of the total post-secondary educational

community (or to existing agencies so augmented for this purpose)

that can assure an equitable distributi'on of these funds to the

students in the entire spectrum of pu.:'.1.-secondary educational

institutions.

IV: Aid to Institutions. While this.report is addressed specifically

to the problems and needs of student aid it should be clearly recognized

that student aid is not, in itself, a solution to the growing problems

of,financ.ing post-high school education as a whole. Aid to students

must not be confused with aid to institutions. It is quite conceivable

that without more adequate facing of the problems of institutional
r-A

finance neither the quality n6r the variety of institutions necessary

to meet the needs can be assured.



TASK FORCE ON STUDENT ASSISTANCE

Introduction_

The conct of an open society, that is, one in which individuals.

are able to realize their full capabilities without regard to,the

accidents of birth, has been ,one of the continuing and most

cherished ideals of the people of_the United States and their

governments. While at different periods of Amerian history the

ideal has taken different forms and been applied at different

levels of endeavor, the common coMMitment has been to the removal

of artificial barriers to individual and social growth and to the

proposition that ability and motivation should be the.only legiti-

mate determinant of an individual's development and future. This

goal has found its clearest application in the field of education.

We have long recognized that a major re ponsibility of government --

local, state, and federal -- is to educate its citizens commensurate

with their abilities, motivation,:and the continually expanding

needs of society.

Accept_ _ce.of this responsibility fn the nine oenth century led to

development of universal elementary education and to the acceptance

by.the states of the responsibility to educate teachers. In the

first half of the twentieth century universal public secondary

education developed, along with a'growing,awareness of the need to

previde post-secondary education for a progre sively larger group

of American citizens. Finally, in- the second half of- the Twentieth
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Century, we have committed ourselves to the goal of creating opportunity

for all qualified and motivated persons for appropriate post-secondary

education. This g al was first clearly recognized in the post-World

War II G. I. Bill. It was affirmed as explicit national policy by

President Johnson and reaffirmed:by President Nixon in lis first major

higAer education message to-Congress. President Nixon said: "No

qualified student who wants to go.to college should be barred by lack

of Money. That has long been a great American goal; I propose that we

achieve it now."' (Message to COngress, March 19, 1970).

Considerable progress towards,this goal has-been made over the last

two decades both on state and national levels. Within the last decade

alone, states have more than tripled (362 per cent) appropriations for

higher education, and-total expenditures for higher education, public

and private have increased by 234 per cent.(1) In the area of

student aid designed specifically to increase educational opportunity,

New York pioneered with a state program in the mid-50's prior to

development _f any, of the major federal programs. Currently 22 states

have developed comprehensive undergraduate student aid,progiams with

total appropriation,- close to $230 million.

On the federal level beginning wi i the National Defen EdUcation

Act of 1958 and carrying through the decade of the 60'smajor progress

has been-made in the direction of,remOving economic barriers to post-

secondary education through- a combination of grants , o k-study,- and

)Millard and Berve, "Higher Education in the States", ln The Boo
the States, 1970-71,. The .Council of State GovernMents, Lexington,
-Kentucky, 1970; 'Page 313. Corrected for 1970 from M. M. Chambers'
figures.
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loans The National Defens- Education Act was rei forced by the

Civil Rights Act of 1964and the E- nomie,Opportunity Act of 1964,

the Higher Education Act of 1965, and the Higher Edu ation Amendments

of 1968, all, of which helped to expand federal efforts to improve

higher educational opportunity through reducing economic and racial

barriers to post-secondary education. Estimated federal expenditures .

for student as Istance.in all forms in 1970 exceeded $2 billion.(2)-

However, in,spite of the progress that has been made, the gap

,between the ideal and present reality is still great. The conti uing

challenge to all citizens is how to close this gap. In the period

immediately ahead, critical decisions must be made. Current federal

legislation providing student aid will expire in 1971. A new or

revised higher education act mus- be,passed te take its place if

federal support of student aid i 3 be provided proportionate to

need. States a e finding it progr ively. more difficult to

maintain, much less expand, existin nrograms Current public

concern over student unrest has at least temporarily created, public

resistance to the higher appropri tions required to-meet constantly

increasing post-secondary educational _osts. At the Same time there

is a grOwing awareness that many people with potential talents are

under-employed due to lack of true access to the education required

to qualify them for existing employment opportunities. Still others are

\ .

trapped in jobs not proportionate to their potential abilities. The nation-
,

has re-ognized that one of the basic causes of wasted talent,is

(2)Millard and Berve, op. cit., Page 319:- Includes training grants,
felloWships and traineeships, "other student assistance", and student
loan programs (from unpublished figures, U. S. Office of Education.)
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presence of artificial barriers to.-equal educational opportunity.

Long-run solutions to the problems of poverty, welfare, ghettos, drug

abuSe,5and Pollution will be more difficult and in some cases

i possible without more effective education made more accessible

all citizens who can profit from it. Legally many of the barriers to

educational opportunity have been removed. In reality many remain.

By f_ the Most s-rious of these is the economic barrier.

Local, state, and national programs of student assistance muSt be

seen in the light of the goal of equal educational opportunity --

and in relation to the respective'responsibilities of parent

students, institutions, states, and the nation in achieving that goal.
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Section I The 'iudents and the Chanin Needs.

The Task Fore on Student Assistance of the Education Commission of

the States first examines the characteristics of'the students who

need financial assistance. Are they changing in number, in financial

ability, and in types of education sought? After years of remarkable

growth, are colleges in danger of pricg the4-gelves Out of.the

market? In do we even have the proper.mix of post-high school
-

educational opportunities forthe very students who need them most

those now denied access because of ecOnomic barriers?

During the past 15 years,,America's college-a e population has

increased. nearly 70 per cent and the percentage of that group enrolled

in college has also increased by 50 per cent.(3) This doijble-barreled

growth, both in the size of the over-all customer group and in the

percentage of that group Who chose to continue as students, hasbeen

a dominant factor for so long, ay be difficult' to accept the

premise that this growth pattern is changing. The evidence seems

clear, though, that we are indeed faced with a slowing down of

expansionary pressures.

The change in groWth rate of the 18 - 21 age_group i -evidenced by

the following percentage increase by five-year periods:

Table 1(4

1955 to 1960 12.2%

1960 to 1965 28 7%

(3)Alian Carter, unpublished report ,fot College EntraAce Examination
Board, Chapter VIII, "Future Prospects," Page 1.'

(4)Ibid,



1965 to 1970

1970 to-197S

13

12.8%

1975 to 1980 5.1%

1980 to 1985 -9.3%

1985 to 1990 -6.2%

Not only wIll the growth rate,of this pool slow down, but the

p rcentage increase of those within the group who choose to continue

post-high school education will also slow down the closer we approach

100' per cent participation. Indeed, there already is a higher

percentage of the 18 - 21 year old group which presently is receiving

at 1 ast two years of Post-high school education than exists in any

other nation in the world.

It appears we are n a ing an exhaustion of the supply of college-able

students who also 1avc access to adequate'financial,resources

permit them to con inue their education. 'Little increase in the

percentaga of students who attend college from upper-income faMilies

can_be expected sice, for all practical purposes, as high a.percentage

as can be expecte4 are already in college.

It is important t distinguish between "college" attendance and "pos:t-
.

secondary" attendance. 'There copld in fact be a decrease in college

attendante in the traditional sense and a more than offsetting

Increase in the total post-secondary enrollment if, for example,

'expanded-student aid programs were directed me) e clearly to community

llpges- and post-high school vocational and teehnical schools than

is now the case.
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This is not to'suggeSt that post- eeondaty enrollment will decrease

even after 1980: nor that pressury for increased-enrollment will not

te considerable at leaSt threugh the latter Tart of the 1970s. It

is however, to recognize clearly that

come priffiarily in students.fromlower7i coMe families a d loWer-

increases in enrollments will

ability g17-61:itp currently measured).. This can be rather dramti-,

c lly illustrated. In. 1968 approXimately 79 per cent of the nation's

college-agegroup Completed high school. Of high school graduates

about ha4f_(48-per cent) wenton to coll ge immedlat lY and another

10 per. cent Would-attend college eventually after varying periods of

delay7 This mea-t,,i.n1968 that about 45 per cent of each age group

wOuld-eventuallY begin some form of post-secondary education arid

about half of these would complete a bachelor degree. Total

undergraduate enr llments-in 1968 wereapproxiriiately 6.1 million

students or -aboUt 45 per cent of the 18 - 21 year old population.

Carnegie Commission on Higher Education,projectioris for. 1980 indicate

that about 85 per cent of the age grout, will coMplete high school and about

66 per cent of these will eventually enter co1lege. If this is the case

thell about 56 per cent of the age group will attend college or post-

secondary institutions at some time and total undergraduate enrollments

will approximate 10 to 10.7 million or about 58 63 per cent of the

18 - 21 year old population. To this also will have to be added the

increasing percentage:of students over 21 in post:secondary education.

Census prejections estimate an increase in,over-21.year old Students

(S) TliesefigureS'include community Coll ges_but- et:Other post-high.
School technical and vocational institutions.
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in post7secondary education of from 36 per cent in 1966 to 46 per .

cent in 1985.(6)

.Concentrating for the, moment on the 18 21 year old age group, a

preliminary estimate of college entry rates by abilities and family

income status coMparing 1968,and 1980 will, indicate rather clearly

.who the new students WI I be.

Table

Academic
1968

Family Income
1980

Family In ome
Aptitude_ D_Lt Low Total High- Low Total

Top Half' .82 ;56 .69' .87 .67 .77

Bottom Half '.32_ .14_ .23 .44, .26

Total .
.35 .46 .67/ .46 .56

T is table shows that most of the increases will ocCur.among-students

in the lower half in income (60 pr cent) and/o in the lower lalf in

aptitude (also 60 per cent).

The cdrrent inequity in dis ribution of college )lattendance is.more

,clearly illustrated in the following table f estimated percentages
-

of- high school graduates (not just of age group) entering college by

;

fa ily income and-academ,ic aptitude in 1968-1970.
1

(6)
.

,
John K. Folger, "Student _and FinanciaI Aid for a Universal Access

Model of Higher Education, Pages 1 and 2
1.

!

\

\

"College" in the following tablei_ncludei- community colleges but

not necessarilfother vocational7technical\ schools for which figures

are not readily'available.



Family Income

Table III

M I C

Medium

APTITUDE(9)
High Total

ACADE
Low

Below $4,600 Total J7% 23% 54% 23%

Men 22% 30% 64% 29%

Women 12% 16% 43% 17%

$4,600 - 7,499 'Total 20% 34% 76% 35-6

Men 26% 45% 86% 45%

Women 13% 23% 67% 26%

$7,500 10,699 Total 25% 41% 82% 45%

Men 33% 54% 93%

Women 18% 29% -72% 35%

$ 0,700 plus Total .56% 79% 95% 79%

Men 60% 84% 98% 83%

Women 52% 73% 92% - 75%

Total Total 31% 52% 87% 54%

Men 37% 61% 93% 61%

Women 27% 43% 81% 47%

Almost twice as many, high-income Students càntinue in post-secondary

education as in the lowest income group even when high academic

aptitude is the same. In the/middle aptitude group, three times as

many high-income students continue. In the low apti ude group, three

times as many high-income students continue.

If anything is clear it is that the need for financial assistance

will increase-more rapidly than enrollment. The availability of

-financial aid. and how it is admi Astered, will increasingly det rmine

who do s and who does not go to college.

The need for assistance is currently shared by 71 per cent of America's

families, if need is assu ed when family income is below $10,000.
(10)

John K. Folger, "Student and Financial Aid for a Uni ersal Access Model

of Higher Education", Page 4.

(10) The Economics of Financin Higher Education in the United States,
/.

Joint Economics Committe (Congress ), U . S. Government Printing Office,

1969, Page 63.
3
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Next to thc home mortgage, '-ation is the largest

investment most -individuals ever make. It is simply priced beyond

the capacity of most to finance without some form of assistance.

Inflation is making this economic bar-ier even more formidable.

Considerable progress has been made both.on the federal and state

-levels in broad- ihg the income base _f college students through

grants, work-study,and loan programs. 13Lit even today, assured acdess

to a college education in America rema ns largely restricted-to th

who can afford it, whether talented or not, and-those with more than .

ave age talent who are eligible for assistance based upon a combina-_

tion of need.and talent. Too many with ability to benefit and

motivation to succeed are uncertain of access or are actually denied

access to appropriate post-high school institutions by the lack of

required f nancial resources. To this must also be added those with

talent but who, b c use of ecOnomic and social conditions, have

considered the- possibility of a post-secondary education so far

removed that the required motivation has yet to be developed. This

would include many students who drop out of secondary or even

elementary edUcation without ever reaching a level where the

prospect- f po t-secondary education have any meaning.

This is not to deny that there may be those in college -do not

belong there but are present because-they can afford to attend. The

critical point is that there are larger numbers who would benefit

both themselves and society by continuing their education, but who

do not now have access.due to economic barrier . Today, there is

still more myth than truth in the wid ly held view that "anyone who



wants to badly enough Can go to co lege" or some other appropriate

form of post-high school education.

If the expressed goal of bcth Pres dent Johnson and President Nixon

equal access 13 education for all who have the ability and the

motivation to succeed -- is.to be realized, the elimination of

artificial economic barriers through financial assistance is a

necessity.
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Section 11 - Questions of Public Pollm.

If we accept the obvious, that assistance is needed, we can direct

our attention to a series of public pol cy issues that must be

answered before adequate and rational federal, state, and institutional

aid programs can be developed. These include the following:

1. Who shall or should y o t-hi h scho 1 education

parent-student, society, or a combination of both, and at what levels?

The trend is to ard an increasing portion of the cost being borne by

the combination of parent and student. In addition, the total cost

is rising faster than the economic growth of the nation.

2. What aids should be used and in what combinations, (that

grants, work-study, loans, or combination)? How shall these be

"packaged"?

3. alpaLiji2i_g2a:21LEK_L9 students or indirectly through

institutions to students, or throu h a combination of both? What

implicationS in relation to change and atUs'quo do these alter-

natives pose.

4. To what sectors of_society

Riyaly to the impoverished, to racial minorities, to the especially

able?

S. What riority should student financial aid have in r lation

to other needs within higher education within education as a whole,

and within the total context of Ciety's needs?

6. Who shall have access to ost-hie_sehool education and what

is meant by "equal acce s"? Is the opportunity a privilege or, a

right?
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7. How are scarce resou ces best allocated in student aid to

aclieve equity if the needs are eater than the available funds?

8. Should a dual ublic -n ivate hither education

be maintained? If so, is there a public obligation through student

aid to help meet the problem of tuition differentials between public

and private institutions

Should financial aid be used to help_ meet s- iety's_ needs?

Is student aid an effective and proper means for encouraging a

student to enter a given field in order to meet society's manpower

shortages? Conversely, should aid r ources b_ directed away from

areas where there is an oversupply of persons in a particular field?

10. How can existing educational resources be better utilized

including an aid system which takes into account the disparity in

aid funds available at different institutions?

11. Who should administer student assistance funds to achieve

equity -- the federal government, state agencies, institutions,or

combinations of these?

The way these questions are anwered of how student assistance should be

organized, funded, administered, and evaluated will have an important

effect on the future of post-secondary education in the United States.

Fifteen years age, the bulk -f finan-ial aid funds was to be found in

the private colleges and universities. The picture was dominated by'

,the several score best-endowed institutions.. Probably half of the

scholarship aid available in higher education was distributed by not

more than 100 private institutions. Fifteen years from now it seems

likely-that these same institutions will account for less than 10 per
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cent of the total, and half or two-thirds of such a d will probably

be distributed by public institutions. Within the private sector

fifteen years ago most scholarship aid -- and 75 per cent or more

of all forms of student aid -- came from funds under control of the

individual institutions. - By 1985 it seems quite probable that less

than half of all scholarship money will be controlled by the insti-

tutions themselves and up to three quarters nf tntAl Aid Will

originate_in public programs at the state and fed ral levels.

Thus, while institutional policies and procedures will remain important

as a means of accomplishing institutional ends, the need to give

greater emphasis to meeting the needs of students and society is

forcing a shift of responsibility for national student aid policy

to public agencies.

In this arena of rapidly changing-Conditions, the federal government

and most states in recent years have reexamined existing programs

designed to reduce financial barriers to post-high school education

and instituted programs which seek to widen the fr edom of choice of

institution by every student regardless of economic considerations

Every state ha's some form of student aid. While non-need based ,

tuition subsidy in the form of legislative appropriations for the

operations of public institutions remains the major form of student

aid, there are many supplementary forms. At least 21 states have some

form of state.soholarship or grant aid. 'Presently, state programs

of student assistance in the tax-supported post-secondary educational

in titutions are inadequate to meet the needs of citizens. State

programs generally are even- less effective for students attending



non-public institutions. Likewise the federal government does not

pretend that its programs are adequate even when combined with state

and private programs.

That a gap still .exists is universally recognized and 'accepted by all

who have examined the facts. Such national debate as is occurri.g

today is not over the need for increased access, but rather over the

best means to an agreed Lip2a end -- equal access, the extent of the

need, and how to :inance equal access.

Some idea of the-size of the gap now and as projeCtedutilizing

present dollars and costs and not compensating for possible inflation,

if the student population were to reflect the different incOme classes

proportionate to the number of families in each income group, is-

suggested in a current study by John K. Folger (see Appendix B .)(11)

Given the 6.1 million students in 1968 and assuming that they were

distributed according to proportionate income group sizes in the-

total population (which they were not), estimated total direct student

aid costs, not including loans or work-study; would have been $2.5

billion nationally. Adjusting this for current under-representation

of low-inco e groups among college students it would still have.

amounted to $1.0 $1.2 billion. Assumi g a greater distribution

of low-income students in 1980 in 'community colleges, and increaSing

numbers of coMmuting students, the total-aid needed for the 10

million students in 1980 would'he 'on the order of $2.0- $2,2 billien

in grant aid alone. In addition, there would have to be massive

(11)John K. Folger, "Students and Financial Aid for a 4Iniversal Access
Model of Higher Education", pages 9 11.- See Appendix B.



mxpansien of self-help provisions work-s,tudy, student loans

plus major increases in appropriations to public instituti ns where

most of the increased enrollment will occur.

In contrast with need the total amount of aid available in grants

plus work-study funds from federal sources, not including loans or

funds from the Veterans Administration or the Public Health Service

(which are not awarded on the basis of need), in 1968 amounted to

$181,969,621. In 1969 the amount dropped to $161,336,721.
(12)

In 1969 states appropriated $191,484,130 for direct scholarship aid

(not including institutional funds) or more than the total amount

of direct aid through federal sources.(13) Thus the total amount

from non-institutional state and federal sources in grants and

work-study funds came t $353,820,851. This is in contrast to the

$1 1.2 billion need with present family income distribution of

college students or the $2.5 billion need if college students were

distributed acc rding to proportionate family income group size

in the population as a whole.

The magnitude of the problem' of cl--ing"the gap between the student

financial assistance required and that which now avai1able wi I 1

requi e major increases in both federal and state programs.,

Thd major costs of,,post-secondary education are and have been borne

by the states through legislative appropriations to public post-

secondary educational institutions. In the ry, benefits have been

(12) See Tables, Section IV.

_ (13)
See Table V, Page 28.



passed on to students and parents regardless.of incOme through low

tuition and fees. In practice, for reasons already explained, these

,benefits have not been equally available to low-income students (14)

However, the development in twenty7one'states of direct aid progr

some beginning prior to the federal programs, holds the prospect of

improving the situation. State programs constitute one of the mOst

important changes in post-World War II effoTts to remove financial

barriers to equal educational opportunity. While some states have

considered theirTrograMs as supple-ental to the fed ral program,

others have recognized the basit stateespOnsihility to'its citizens

and thus view federal funds as essentialreinforcement in meeting

their state responsibilities. There is great need for still further

clarification of the respective responsibilities of state and federal

governments anct the development of goals for each.

With both the federal and state goVernments, goals are rarely explicit.

Public'policy is often difficult to discern or contradiory. And

yet, as is .trueT with every public,issue, before a specific program

can be developed to-meet a needthere must first be resolution of

the major questions of public policy. A specific program of action

-should grow out of consideration of alternate approaches designed to

implement public policy. Public policy should not be an inadvertent

by-product af the haphazard selection of an action program.

This report is not an attempt to provide- 'Specific answers to all of

the pelicy questie it has raised. It is designed to calliattention

t- the importance of facing up to such qustions if there is to be

1 See Pages 6 - 10 in particular..
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realistic and rational policy and procedures on nationaL state,

and institutional, levels. 1171ess student aid is rationalland

J'
realistic, we will not meet the needs of students or society. It-

-,

does become a matter of prime importance then to define as- clearly

as possible the central goal or aim of student assistance as well a
,

to indicate what some of the conditions elative toits effective,

realization may be. _Student aid does not occur in-a vacuum but in

the,context of national, state, institutional, and individual

student needs, practices, and trends. However, it does seem clear

that the central aim of student asSiStance is tb permit the education-

of citizens commensurate with their abilities-, motivation, and the
,

,neods of society and not, as suCh o build institutions.

Among-the problems that cannot be,overlooked in considering student

aid is the changing relationship between public and private institu-

tions. A marked_ slowing down in the growth rate of the total higher

educational system will place great strains upon the failiar st ucture

of the system. Many weaker.independent colleges and universities

are likely to disappear -- or become wards of the state. Those that

continue are likely to be bolstered by public funds, both state and

federal. State aid t indep naent universities, long a tradition in

Pennsylvania, has recently been introduced in New York'State and

Connecticut and is under serious consideration inplinois, California,

Texas,.Massachusetts; and several other states. Over the next fifteen

years it .seems ,tha-t the distinction bet e n-public and private

institutions mill become-increasingly blurred. At theederai level

no distinction:has been- Made' in, the.paSt'(other than.fer church-

related institutions under the t A--"of the 1st Amendment), and some .



form of institutional aid to both public and private institutions is

likely to become a regular form of public suppo

this decade.

before the end of

At the same-time that public support of independent institutions is

likely to expand in recognition of their contribution to public

objeCtives, the very expansion of higher education will create-
,

increasing pressures for tuition charges in public institutions to

cover more of the direct instructional costs. Low tuition and,fee

systems of higher education-were 'more easily supported from state

and muni,Cipal tax funds when/only 10 - 20 per cent of the age group

were attegding college than when the percentage rise 'to 50 - 75 per

cent The burden of the pUblic treasury is made heavier at the

present tim6 by the fact that hi the 1950 70 period the 1 - 2

year age groupAlas expanded more rapidly than the,total labor force.

Thus the tax base has net kept pace with educational delilands placed

upon it, and state and local tax structur_s are less progressive

than the federal system. This combination of ferces is driving
r,

many state systems to raise tuition charges.more rapidly than in

the past but at the same time, seeking to assure,aceess to-college

on the part of:students from 1 w-incomq families by enlarged grant

funds; If we were t6 hazard a guess., but.not maice a recommendation,

-as to future pricing policy systems, we would predict the continuation

of near-zero tuition in cemmunity colleges, ahdtuition approaching

direct institutional costs In senior institutions both-public and

.pTivate.

- to beAdi

enhanced.

this should'take pldhe, and all additional revenues we4e

ted to student aid, equal/educational oppwtunity Might be

But, if new revenues'are used instead to reduCe,government
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appropriations', educational oppor unity would surely be seriously

reduced.

The greatest change in higher education between-1960 and 1980 is

anticipated to be t growth of the twoyear college. Ten years

ago about one in six of those entering higher education came in

through the door of the community or junio college; ten years from

now this is likely to be the starting point for one in three.(15)
/

Predominantlyjniblic, and less costly t
/

'the commuting student than

other options, they open the opportunity for higher'education to

everyone thout regard to family income in much the same way that

the comprehensive high school did for an earlier generation. -If the

t-o-year college, as -e of its-functions, is to be a successful

entry point to baccalaureate study, there will need to be more senior

institutions that will accept all t ansfers and they will have to

provide more ample financial aid to junior college transfers.

Failing that, the twoyear c llege may slip into

second-class category, attended primarily by,

an unintended-

educationally and,

economically disadvantaged. Or it may-be converted by public

pressure into lower quality four-year institutions. Either of these

developments would have undesirable educational and social .consequences..

The states have a heavy responsibility to insure that the two-yea.-

college becomes an equally valued partner in an integrated higher

educational sstem.

0-5See Carnegie Commission-on Higher education, The'OpenDoer
New York; AcGraw-Hill, 1970, Page 59.



ln decadeS past as already indicated,

s,cholarship funds
\

tO be expected in

greatest share of college .

expended by private institutions.worn This was

view of their pricing philosophy. In the future,
a

hoWever, if public institutions continue tONmoVe in the direction

ofihigher charges and as a maiority of new students are recruited

froni low-income families, the volume of student assistaltze ,funds

will need to rise dramatically. If_opportunity is to remain open,

th e must'b- a shift of a larger percentage of governmental

appropriations to support of individuals, based on need,

continuation of the policy of directing nearly allfthe tax dolla

tO institutions. At present, state funds for student assistance,

di tributed through state grant programs constitute only about. 3 per

cent of state approp77iations to institutions. State funds to

rather than

institutions must be increased, but stOdentaid must be increased

even more. At 'clme point there is an optimUM distribution of

/funds to institutions and tO financially needy students which will

have the maximum effect in increasing eduCational opportunities. It

is toward this "'Pint that institutions, the states, and the federal,

government must strive.

Unless thprob1em'of institutional management and finance are

the quality nor the variety of post-secondary,

to meet the needs can be assured. The

squa ely faced neither
t-

institutions necessary

institution -must make

retain students

special provisn to -ecruit, admit, and

from-disadvantaged/ b ckgrounds. This willrequire

More effective utilizatiOn of exi ing resources and additional

upport to ins jtutions to compensate for the higher cost of: these

special servics. It will also require institutional, state, and



national programs designed to seek out and encourage the disadvantaged

avail themselves of increased cduca ional opportunities. On bo h

state and federal levels, the real cost of educating poor, disadvan-

taged, and socially deprived students includes provision for the

recruiting, admitting retaining, and placing of students. The

failure adequately to recognize these costs will further delay the

translation of legal opportunities into real opportunities.

Most in-titutions have been attempting to assist disadvantaged students,

within the limitS of their -resources and their definitions of the

clientele they seek serve. However, it: is progressively eyident

that the states and .the federal government need to take far more

responsibility-for developing state and national studen. aid policies

designed to meet the needs of students and soc ty.



Section III The States.

The prime responsibility for providing post-secondary educational

opportunity for the citizens of the country historically and in

present practice rests with the states. Harvard College opened its

doors in 1636 with the support of public fund* fro- the Colony of

Massachusetts and continued to receive public funds until well into

the 19th Uentury. The first state university, the University of

North Carolina, was founded in 1795 followed by the University of

Georgia in 1801. While during the 19th and the early 20th Centuries

the majority of students going on to post-secondary education

attended private colleges and universities, in the last half of the

20th Century this has changed radically. In 1960 the ratio _f

studentS in public institutions to students in private institutions

was 4 to 3. By 1968 this had shifted to 5 to 2.(16) If the present

trend continues it is expected-that by 1980 approximately 80 per cent

of the studentswill be'in public institutions and 20 per cent in

private institutions.(17)

We have called attention to the fact that state appropriations for

higher education have more than tripled in the _last decade (362 per

Cent). I_ fis al 1970 total- state appropriations for post-se ondary

education (n t including vocational-techniCal programs,Operated

through State Departments of Education) amounted to $7,003,798.000.(18)

(16)Mil1ard and Berve, "Higher Education in the States",-in'The Book of
the States, 1970-71, The Council of State Governments, Lexington,
Kentucky, 1970. Page 311.

(17)
U. S. Office of Education unpublished figures:

(183M. M.'Chambers, Grapevine, October 1970. Page-932, Table IV.
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The attached table, prepared by M. M. Chambers, indicates the

appropriations by states and the percentage increases by two-year

and ten-year gains.

These appropriations in-all fifty states do represent major

commitment on the part of the states towards extending higher

educational opportunity. It must te noted, however, ,that on the

whole such general appropriations exe-d opportunity through providing

a va-iety of types of institutions availableto students on the one

hand, and general non-needs based subsidy to students in-the form of

,ow tuition on the other. Low tu tion-aoes serVe- as a general

subsidy to all students regardless of family or student income level.

Subsidized tuition tends to benefit middle- and upper-income students

more than lower- and even loWer-middle-ineome students. For students

from families at the poverty level or in lower or lower-middle-income

groups with more than one child, the low tuition plus living expenses

and-loss of income still constitutes a serious barrier to post-

secondary educational opportunity. It would seem clear that general

tuition subsidy alone will not meet the nezds of the coming group of

additional students to whom equal opportunity sh uld be made

available; that is, students from lower-income and lower abilitY

levels.

*

This is not to suggest that general support of higher education by

-the states should be'abandoned seriously altered. It is essential

that states'continue to support the general public higher educational

strUctures in terms not only of the economic and social benefits

accruing from an educatdd catizenry, but also in terms of the specific

38
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APPROPRIATIONS OF STATE TAX FUNDS FOR OPERATING EXPENSES OF HIGHER EDUCATION
IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS, FOR FISCAL YEARS 1961, 1969, AND 1971, WITH
,PERCENTAGE GAINS OVER MOST RECENT TWO YEARS AND OVER TEN YEARS

Fiscal y -a ending in odd numbe 2-yr gain 10- ain
5-ca es 1JOU-01 I`L406- J__)/U- 1 JiaLe,

2) 31) (4) (5 ) (6) 7)

Ala $ 22,397 ' 58,462 74,825 28 234 Ala

Alaska 2,323 10,400 17,000 63 1/2 632 Alaska
Ariz 16,218 55,121 83,351 51 1/4 414 Arit
Ark 13,551 44,547 54,922 23 1/4 305 Ark.

Cal 221,592 637,788 817,126 28 268 1/2 Cal

Colo 24,332 70,586 110,624 57 354 1/2 Colo
Conn 13,080 61,513 97,353 58 1/4 644 Conn
Del 3,734 14,095 20,230 43 1/2 442 Del

,

Fla 41,412 156,645 241,356 54 455 Fla

Ca 26,605 112,524 148,653 32 451 1 4 Ca

Hawaii 5,825 30,987 55,167 78 847 Hawaii

Idaho 8,799 20,601 31,506 53 259 Idaho
Ill 90,290 301,136 477,546 46 1/2 429 Ill

Ind 50,163 144,715 173,979 20 1/4 247 Ind

Iowa 34,861 85,773 101,597 18 1/2 191 Iowa

Kas 27,938 69,108 82,031 19 194 Kas

Ky 19,672 82,350 108,715 32 453 Ky

La 44,557 99,333 121,813 23 173 La

Me 5,599 17,873 27,783 55 1 2 396 -Me

Md 25,166 7 ,742 120,961 51 1 2 386 1/2 Md

Mass 13,361 -69,097 116,09 . 68 769 Mass

Mich 101;836 262,424 343,691 31 237 1/2 Mich
Minn 38,920 105,131 :143,448 36 1/2 268 1/2 Minn

Miss 18,347 47,804 72,189 51 413 Miss

Mo 25,641 112,764 131,571 16 1/2 159 1/2 Mo
Mont 11,231 24,418 29,156 19 1/2 218 Mont

Neb 15,218 33,248 48,386 45 1/2 287 Neb

Nev 4,107 12,339 15,908 29 287 Nev

N H 4,106 10,221 10,938 7 116 12 N H

N J 24,457 95,047 154,430 62 1/2 531 2 'N J

N M 11,239- 31,262 41,639 33 270 N M

N Y 94,116 482,986 746,529 54 1/2 693 N Y'

N C 30,574 114,709 175,931 53 1/2 475 1/2 N C

N D 9,368 19,888 23,249 17 148 N I./

Ohio 45,326 174,136 260,690, SO 475 Ohio

Okla 27,020 52,858 69,467 31,1/2 157 Okla

Ore 28,719 67,984' 95,901 53 234 Ore

Pa 43,472 264,693 352,787* 33 1/4* 711 1/2* Pa

R I 5,271 21,545 31,413 46 496 R I

S C ,13,141 44,308 68,786 55 423 I 2 . S C

S D 8,128 17,152 21,202 24 161 S D

Tenn 17,023 73,137 98,98 . 35 479 Tenn

Texas 72,153 259,425 343,515 32 1/2 376 Texas

Utah 13;129 33,695 45,320 31 236 Utah

Vt 3,399 10,940 14,758 35 334 Vt

Va 29,861 107,524 136,134 26 1/2 356 Va

Wash 47,441 . 437,051. 190,903 39,1/4 300 Wash

W Va 16,919 49,033 58,719 19 245 - , W Va

Wis 39,417 155,957 181,237 ,16 1/4 360 Wis

Wyo 4,935 11,123 14,672 33 32 , 197 Wyo

'ora1s 1. 15.979 5.055.087 7.003.798
li!ialled_ave_aaE_Fercehtages of gain

*Estimated in absence of report ui complete appropriati n

8 62
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adv-,.tages higher educational institutions bring to the states and

community in terms of research, community service, and cultural

opportunities to the public at large. There also will be in the

period ah ad increasing pressure for states to support private higher

education to some degree both to preserve the dual system of public

and private higher education-and to reduce costs to government which

would result if private institutions were to disappear due to

bankruptcy. Without more adequate facing of the problems of insti-

tutional finance neither the quality or the variety of institutions

necessary to meet the needs of the future.can be assured.

However, it is also clear, that neither in the present nor in the

foreseeable future will general support of institutions and low tuition

as such provide the equality of opportunity commensurate with the

American goal. If economic barriers are to be removed then direct

aid to students from poverty and lower-income level families becomes

essential on the state as well as on federal and private philanthropic

levels.

A number states have clearly recognized the need for comprehensive

undergraduate programs of financial aid based upon need. As already

indicated New York State had initiated such a program before the advent

of federal student aid programs. Currently (1970-71) 21 states are

expending some $229,319,302 in explicit student aid, an increase of

.:.ome $38,000,000 over the previous year. However, even among the

21 states the picture is far from even. Some 6 states account for

$196.5 of the $229.3 million appropriated or 85.7 per cent. New York

alone accounts for 28.5 per cent of the appropriated funds. The
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attached table lists the stat__ with programs, comparative

appropriations in 1969-70 and 1970-71, the number of awards, and the

average amount awarded.

Further analysis shows that of the 21 states with programs only 11

make awards primarily on the basis of need and of these only 7 allow

students to utilize the funds at out-of-state as well as at in-state

inStitutions. Seven states have programs providing funds which can

only, be used at non-public institutions. These are rather clearly

tuition equalization grants in contrast to basic need grants although

they nay and, in fact are in each case linked to a need factor.

In sp te of the variations in existing programs, the development of

state comprehensive aid programs is one of the most significant

contributions-since World War II to improved educational Opportunity.

The eXistence of these programs Clearly underlines the retognition-on

the part of some states of a particular obligation to the t needy

students. It should be noted that most of the statesmith student

aid programs are relatively highincome states. iqew York with the

most extensive program is Pighth in the nation in terms of relatively

,fewer numbers of families with incomes under $3,000.00. Connect c_t

and_Massachusetts, which are respectively first and second, with

fewest familieS in the under $5,000,00 category and second and first

in the under $3,000.00 Category, both have programs. Of the_17 states

that are in thp top third in family income, all bUt four have a

--general direct student aid prograM. Of the 17 states in the'bottom

third in family income only 2 have a general state'student aid program,

and both of these progr s are very small (state student aid programs
1



.
 
T
a
b
l
e
 
V

T
O
T
A
L
Z
P
O
L
L
A
R
S
 
A
P
P
R
O
P
R
I
A
T
E
D
 
B
Y
,
S
T
A
T
E
 
F
O
R
 
C
O
M
P
R
E
H
E
N
S
I
V
E
 
U
N
D
E
R
G
R
A
D
U
A
T
E
 
S
T
A
T
E

P
R
O
G
R
A
M
 
O
F
 
F
I
N
A
N
C
I
A
L
 
A
I
D
 
B
A
S
E
D
 
U
P
O
N
 
N
E
E
D
 
(
C
b
 
P
E
T
I
T
I
V
E
 
A
N
D
 
N
O
N
C
O
M
P
E
T
I
T
I
V
E
)

F
O
R
 
R
E
S
I
D
E
N
T
S
,
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
 
S
T
A
T
E
 
T
O
 
A
T
T
E
N
D
 
E
I
T
H
E
R
 
P
U
B
L
I
C
'
 
O
R
 
N
O
N
P
U
B
L
I
C
 
C
O
L
L
E
G
E
S

O
R
 
U
N
I
V
E
R
S
I
T
I
E
S

11
1

S
T
A
T
E
,

T
O
T
A
L
 
D
O
L
L
A
R
S

A
 
P
P
R
O
P
R
I
A
T
E
D

-
F
O
R
 
1
9
6
9
-
7
0C
O
M
P
A
R
A
T
I
V
E
 
R
E
P
O
R
T

Y
E
A
R
S

A
W
A
R
D
S

P
E
R
C
E
N
T
A
G
E

O
F
 
'
T
O
T
A
L

A
V
E
R
A
G
E
 
A
W
A
R
D

A
N
D
 
1
9
7
0
-
7
1
 
A
C
A
D
E
M
I
C

P
E
R
C
E
N
T
A
G
E
-

O
F
 
T
O
T
A
L

N
U
M
B
E
R
 
O
F

1
9
6
9
-
7
0

1
9
7
0
-
7
1

1
9
6
9
-
7
0
'

1
9
7
0
-
7
1

1
9
6
9
-
7
0

1
9
7
0
-
7
1

1
9
6
9
-
7
0

1
9
7
0
-
7
1

1
9
6
9
-
7
0

1
9
7
0
-
7
1

C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a

$
.
1
2
,
2
8
8
,
4
7
5

$
 
1
5
,
4
0
0
,
0
0
0

6
.
4

-

6
.
7

1
4
,
6
8
0

1
8
,
0
4
0

3
,
0

3
.
1

$
8
3
7

$
8
5
4

C
o
n
n
e
c
t
i
c
u
t

8
7
7
,
5
0
0

-
 
1
,
3
0
0
,
0
0
0

.
5

.
6

-

1
,
4
4
0

1
,
9
7
5

.
3

.
3

6
0
9

6
5
8

F
l
o
r
i
d
a

1
,
5
2
0
;
0
0
0

.
7

2
,
2
0
0

.
4

6
9
1

I
l
l
i
n
p
i
s

2
6
,
0
0
0
,
0
0
0

3
2
,
6
0
0
,
0
0
0

1
3
.
6

1
4
.
2
.

3
8
,
4
7
5

"

4
8
,
0
0
0

7
.
9

8
.
3

6
7
6

6
7
9

I
n
d
i
a
n
a
-

3
,
0
8
0
,
0
0
0

3
,
1
4
0
,
0
0
0

1
.
6

1
.
4

6
,
5
5
0

7
,
2
1
4

1
.
3

1
.
2

4
7
0

4
3
5

I
p
W
a

1
,
7
6
2
,
5
0
0
.

3
,
2
9
8
,
5
5
2

.
9

1
.
4

2
,
2
7
5

4
,
1
8
6

.
5

.
7

7
7
5

7
8
8

K
a
n
s
a
s
,

1
5
0
,
0
0
0

1
5
0
,
0
0
0

,
.
0
8

.
0
7

4
0
9

3
0
0

[
.
0
8
.

.
0
5

3
6
7

5
0
0

M
a
i
n
e

6
1
,
0
0
0

.
0
3

1
5
0

0
.
0
3

-
.

4
0
7

M
a
r
y
1
a
n
d
r

2
,
9
0
0
,
0
0
0

2
,
7
5
0
,
0
0
0
1

1
.
5

1
.
.
2

7
,
2
5
0

6
,
5
1
2

L
.
5

1
-
1

4
0
0

4
2
2

M
a
s
s
a
c
h
u
s
e
t
t
s

2
,
0
0
0
,
0
0
0

3
,
5
0
0
,
0
0
0

1
-
0

1
.
5

'

3
,
0
0
0

6
,
5
0
0

.
6

1
.
1

6
6
7

5
3
8

M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n

1
2
,
5
0
0
,
0
0
0

1
2
0
6
7
,
0
0
0

6
.
5
,

5
.
6

2
4
,
0
3
0

2
2
,
7
5
8

4
.
9

"
3
.
9

5
2
6

5
6
5

M
i
n
n
e
s
o
t
a

.

7
7
5
,
0
0
0

1
,
4
7
5
,
0
0
0

.
4

.
6

1
,
2
9
3

2
,
4
6
0

.
3

.
4

6
0
3

6
0
0

N
e
w
 
J
e
r
s
e
y

.
1
1
,
8
5
0
,
0
0
0

1
8
,
8
3
6
,
0
0
0

6
.
2

8
.
2

2
6
,
6
5
8

3
1
,
7
0
0

5
-
5

4
4
5

5
9
4

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

!

5
8
,
8
0
0
,
0
0
0

6
5
,
5
0
0
,
0
0
0

3
0
.
7

2
8
-
5

2
6
3
,
0
0
0

3
0
9
,
3
7
2

5
3
.
3

2
2
4

,
2
1
2

O
h
i
o

8
,
s
o
o
 
o
p
,

3
7

1
5
,
0
0
0

2
.
6

5
6
7

O
r
e
g
o
n

,
8
1
5
,
4
0
0

5
3
0
,
0
0
0

.
4

.
2

6
,
9
6
1

4
,
1
4
0

1
1
.
4

.
7

1
1
7

1
2
8

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a

L
5
1
,
9
0
0
,
0
0
0

S
1
,
4
0
0
,
0
0
0

2
7
.
1

,
2
2
,
4

7
7
,
4
0
0

8
5
,
0
0
0

1
4
.
7

6
7
1

6
0
5

k
h
O
d
e
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
'
.

1
,
5
0
0
,
0
0
0

1
,
6
2
9
,
7
5
0

.
8

.
7

2
,
0
0
0

2
,
1
7
3

.
 
4

.
4

7
5
0

7
5
0

V
e
r
m
o
n
t

"

1
,
0
9
9
,
2
5
5

'

1
,
3
1
0
,
0
0
0

.
6

,

2
,
1
0
0

3
,
1
5
0

.
5

5
2
3

4
1
6

W
e
s
t
 
V
i
r
g
i
n
i
a

1
7
5
,
0
0
0

2
5
0
,
0
0
0

.
0
9

.
1

6
2
5
,

8
0
0

.
1

2
8
0

3
1
3

W
i
s
c
o
n
s
i
n

"

2
,
9
5
0
,
0
0
0
'

'

.
3
,
3
6
3
,
0
0
0

1
.
5

1
.
5

9
,
5
1
0

8
,
6
5
0

1
.
9

1
.
5
,

3
5
D

3
8
9

T
O
T
A
L
S

$
1
9
1
,
4
8
4
,
1
3
0

$
2
2
9
,
3
1
9
,
3
0
2

1
0
0
.
0
0

1
0
0
.
0
1

.
4
8
7
,
8
0
6
.

5
8
0
,
1
3
0

1
0
0
.
0
0

1
0
0
.
0
0

$
3
9
3
,

'
5
[

*
U
n
k
n
o
w
n

I
S
S
C
,

J
D
B
-

9
/
7
0



are less than 1 per cent of state appropriations for high- -2 education

in both Florida and West Virginia .(19)

The need for state!student financial, aid is further underlined and

complicated by the uneven distribution within states of student aid

funds through i- titUtions,. Within a state system itself the variance

in aid funds per needy student from institution te institution, even

though the majority of such funds may_come through appropriation

may b- extreme even when\tuition and fees at the various institutions

are roughly comparable. many instances the state university which

in general tends- to draw fram a more affluent community than the state

colleges and commUnity colleges, willalso have the highest.ratio of

aid available per student of any public institution in the state.. In

soMe cases, the total amount of student aid available at such an

institution will more than exceed the total funds available in all

other state institutions. Take One state as a case in paint'

1968 the appropriations for student aid per student at the state

university in this state more-than doubled appropriations per,

student in state colleges, and' more, than quadrupled the appropriation

per,student ill community colleges. While the tonmunity colleges, in

1

general, are commuter institutions anct thus do not' inVOlve residence

costs,'the state cellegeS ih this particular state are residential
rs

A

institutions and the cost to students c osely approximates the cost

the'university.

Such a situation is not atypical; in fact there is evidence that the ,

\

situation, if anything, is more extreme insome states. The net

(19
See Table VI.
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result is that it is frequently the very students who most peed help

for which the help is least available. This is'not to suggest that

the funds through such a university sheuld be curtailed. It is,

however, to suggest the need for rexamination 'of the purposes for

which student aid is -warded and the need for increasing funds at

the less, favored institutions.

Another factor whiCh contributes to unevenness in opportunity and

perhaps further underlines the desirabpity of reassessing insti-

tutional utilization Of existing funds in the light of the purposes/

of student financial aid, is the rather high percentage of such funds

that.frequently go to students where need is not considered the prime

criterion. In another state the public institutions, from funds for

aid under their own management, in 1967 provided their undergraduatei

with four times As much aid for athletic scholarships ($1,238,487) as
;

they proVided for what are'.described as acad dic scholarships

($656f065), that is, aid for students in general academib prog ams.(20)

During the,same period the responuing inStitutiOnsI.- the 'study in

this state reported that they Icnew ok some 2&& undergraduates and 10

graduate students who had to discontinue their studies for fina.ncial

reasons. This estimate obviously does not include those who never
,

applied or were not able to enroll,as a.result of financial barriers.

This is not to imply that-some athletes-do not need aid nor is it to

'suggest that support of athletes is not defensible.:for other than

athletic reasons buts ut is to suggest that categoiical aid for

,( 20 Report ofStudent Aid Programs, Tepnessee,Higher Education
Commission, Nashville, Tenpessee 1970, Page-2.

44
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s should not be confused with student financial aid _o meet :

state and national educational opportunity goals. It is also to

sugg st that the di proportionate emphasis on athletic support as

compared with general student aid at Jeast needs reevaluation.

One of the functions of a state student aid program should be to-

equalize opportunity among students at various institutions.within

'a state. The function of student aid within an institution is

obviously to help equalize opportunity among its own students and

potential students by removing financial barriers,,but a single

institution can do very little to help equalize the general oppor-

tunity within a state from institution to institution. A state,has

a clear obligation tlat extends beyond the confines of particular

institutions.

A discussion of state responsibility to equalize, educational opportunity'

\

would not be complete without soMe notation of the differences among

states as these relate to post-secondary educational opportunity.
.

Post-secondary. dutational opportunity is nort4ually availabfe to all

potential students..across the:nation. States differ.radically in the

number of poVerty and low level-income f Hthin the state.

_
If a poverty level family is defined as one wiT[h a household income

$3,000 per year .or less, the states range from Massadhusetts with

9.4 per cent of its- hOuseholds in this category tolkilississippi with

34.5 per cent. If one includes low-incomo families defined as

families with from $3,000 t $5,000 annual income with povprty

families, so that the:percentage includes all households' with

$5,000 or less Income the discrepancy among state eve wider. La
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Connecticut, 18.2 per cent of households fall in this bracket. In

Mississippi and Arkansas on the other hand, half of the households

in the state (52.7 per dent in Mississippi) 50.0 per cent in Arkansas

would have to be classed as low- and poverty-income families, Tables

VI and VII indicate the widespread incidence of households at the

poverty-level ($0 - $2,999) at the low-income level ($3,000 $4,999),

and at the combined poverty and low-income levels among the states.

In addition to the variance among the sheer numbers and percentages

of families who would require aid if their young people were to

continue their education beyond high schOol, the actual percentages

f 18 to 21 year olds enrolled as undergraduates in any state, by

state, and of high school graduates enrolled as fir time under-

graduates in any state, by state, further reveal inequality in

opportunity for post-secondary education the various states.

There IS a correlation between the percentage of hoUseholds in the

low-income and poverty levels and the percentage,of 18-- 21'year olds

enrolled as undergraduates. None of the ten states wIth highest

family income appearainong thelowest 10 states in percentage of high

school graduates or percentage of 18 - 21 year olds enrolled in

college and none of the:ten states with lowest income apPear in the

top ten in percentage of high school graduates or 18 21 year olds

enrolled in colleie.

The national average of 18 - 21 year olds enr011ed as undergraduates

is 41 per-cent. The nationdl average of high school kraduates

enrolled as first-time undergraduate students is 58 per cent. However,

A

in Utah, first in the nationi- 53 . per cent of 18 - 21 year olds are
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\ Table VI
Percentage of Familie \with Annual Incomes Below $3,000, with
Annual Incomes Between 3,000 and

Incomes Below $5,000
$5,000; and with Annual
(by state)

30007f,P0-00 Below $5,000Below $2,999
State Rank Percentao_ Ra Percentage Percentaa

Massachusetts 1 9.4 \ 7 10.4 2 19.8

Connecticut 2 9.6 1 8.6 1 18.2

New Jersey 11.3 3 9.3 3 20.6
Hawaii 4 11.7 9 10.9 4 22.6
Maryland 5 12.5 11 11:1 6 23.6

Michigan 6 13.2 4 9.4 5 22.6
District of Cor mbia 7 13.7 21 11.9 10 25.6
Illinois 8 14.1 5 9.5 7 23.6
New York 9 14.2 10 11,0 8 25.2
Pennsylvania 10 15.2 , 17 11.7 12 26.9

Ohio 11 15.3 6 10.1 9 25.4
Rhode Island 12 15.9 15 11.4 13 27.3
Utah 13 15.9 19 11.7 16 27.6

14 16.0 14 11.3 14 27.3,WiSconsin
yndiana 15 16.2 \12 11.1 15 27.3

New Hampshire 16 16.2 16 11.5 20 28.7
Delaware 17 16.4 27 13.4 22 29.8
Maine 18 16.4 38 15.3 25 31.7
California 19 16.6 13 11.1 17 27.7
Nevada 20 16.7 20 11.8 19 28.5

Wash ngton 21 17.3 8 10.7 18 28.0
Minnesota 22 17.4 18 11.7 21 29.1
Alaska 23 17.6 2 8.8 11 26.4
Vermont 24 17.6 26 13.3 23 30.9
Colorado 25 17.5 30 1 8 24 31.4

Wyoming 26 ,19.2 23 12.8 26 32.0
Nebraska 27 19.2 32 14 2 31 33.4
Kansas 28 19.3 28 13.4 28 32.7
Arizona 29 19.6 25 13.1 29 32.7
'Oregon 30 19.8 22 12_7 27 32.5

Virginia 31 19.8 31 14.0 32 33.8

Iowa 2 19-.9 24 12.8 30 32.7

North Dakota -3 . 20.6 36 14.9 33 35.5

'Idaho 34 21.2 43 15.6 37 36.8

'Texas 35 22.0 35 14.7 36 36.7

Missouri 36 22.2 29 13.7 34 35.9

New Mexico 37 22.2 39 15.3 38 37.5

Montana 38 22.3 33 14.2 35 36.5

Georgia 39 22.5 40 15.3 40 37.8

North Carolina -40 22.5 42 15.4 41 37.9'

Continued next page
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(Income Table, ContInued)

State
low 4,2,999 00, .000 Bel _,00

--t

Rank Percenta e Rank Percenta e Rank Percen a e

South Dakota 41 23.0 34 14.6 39 37.6

Florida 42 23.2 48 17.0 42 40.2

Louisiana 43 25.8 45 15.9 44 41.7

South Carolina 44 25.8 46 16.0 46 41.8

Kentucky 45 26.1 41 15.3 43 41.4

Tenntssee 46 26.1 47 16.6 48 42.7

Oklahoma 47 26.5 44 15.7 47 42.2

West Virginia 48 26.7 37 15.0 45 41.7

Alabama 49 29.0 49 17.0 49 46.0

Arkansas SO 1.5 51 18.5 SO 50.0

Mississippi 51 34.5 SO 18.2 51 52.7

Source: Sales Manage-ment, June 10, 1970, page 8-3.
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Table VII
States with the Lowest and Highest Percentages of Families

with Annual Incomes Bel,m $3,000; with Annual Incomes
Between $3,000 and $5,000; and with Annual Incomes

Below $5,000

Rank
(Lowest) B low $2,999 ' 000-$5,000 Below $5,000

1 Massachusetts Connecticut Connecticut

2 Connecticut Alaska Massachusetts

3 New Jersey New JerSey New Jersey

4 Hawaii Michigan Hawaii

5 Maryland Illinois Michigan

6 Michigan Ohio Maryland

7 District of Columbia Massachusetts Illinois

8 Illinois Washington New York

9 New York Hawaii Ohio

10 Pennsylvania. New York District _f Columb.

(Highest)
.

41 South Dakota Kentucky North Carolina

42 Florida North Carolina Florida

43 Louisiana Idaho Kentucky

44 South Carolina Ok!ahoma Louisiana

45 Ketutucky
-,

touisiana West Virginia

46 T'c-inessee -South Carolina South Carolina

47 Oklahoma Tennessee Oklahoma

48 West Virginia Florida Tennessee

49 Alabama Alabama. Alabama

50 Arkansas Mississippi Arkansas

51 Mississippi Arkan.,as Mississippi

Source: Sales Management, June 10, 1970, page B-3
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enrolled as undergraduates in higher eduation institutions:whereas

in Alaska lowest in the nation, only 14 per cent and in North

Carolina, next to the bottom, only 24 per cent of 18 - 21 year olds

are enrolled. Thus there is a discrepancy of 39 per cent between

the highest and the lowest states. Test-second-_y educational

opportunity in the two states, Utah and Alaska, is clearly Unequal.

Tables VII, IX, and X indicatercentages by state in both 18 21

year olds enrolled as.undergraduates.and high sthool graduates enrolled

as first-time undergraduates.

Not only is there a serious problem of equality of opportunity within

states, which rather.clearly calls for greater effort 'within the

stateS, there is an equally serious or more serious inequality among

states which calls not only fer increased state efforts but underlines

the need for a national effort if the national goal of.basic higher

educational opportunity with:financial barriers removed is to be

achieved.
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RATIO OF RESIDENTS OF
TO NUMBER

Table VIII
UNDERGRADUATES IN ANY
IN STATE (1968)

Number of

STATE (21)STATE ENROLLED AS
OF 18-21 YEAR OLDS

Student

State Residents 1 Year Olds Ratio

Alabama 80 648 254,700 .32

Ala'ska 4,207 29,200 .14

Arizona 59,898 125,300 .48

Arkansas 44,682 133,000 .34

California 704,728 1,413,500 .50

Colorado , 64,229 150,900 .43

Connecticut 97,416 189,800 .51

Delaware 11,709 38,100 .31

Dist. of Columbia- 17,937 59,900 .30

Florida 160,444 424,800 .38

Georgia 86,835 352,900 .25

Hawaii- 22,068 68,100 .32

Idaho 215,089 48,900

Illinois 332,353 701,800 .47

Indiana 121,682 3,600 .36

,

Iowa 81,036 178,000 .46

Kansas 74,218 164,500 .45

Kentucky 71,834 229,600 .31

Louisiana 94,331 ,', 268,600 .35

,Maine 18,421 70,400 .26

Maryland 99,404 27',600 .36

Massachusetts 170,968 352,500 . ..49

Michigan 236,564 583,900 , .41

Minnesota -108,397 240,400 .45

Mississippi 56,435 170,600 .33

Missouri 120,211 298,000 .40

Montana 23,362 - 51,800 -45

Nebraska 46,025 104,900 .45

Nevada 9,4E1 35,600 .27

New Hampshire ' 16,322 46,700 .35

New Jersey '207,584 449,400 .46

-New Mexico 31,843 82,600 .39

New.York 600,626 1,161,300 .52

North Carolina 90,529 385,200 .24

North Dakota 22,815 47,900 .48

Ohio 271,004 713,100 .38

Oklahoma 79,095- 171,500

Oregon 66,459 -138,300- .48

Pennsylvania '294,698 731,300 .40'

Rhode Island 24,704 63,800 .39

Conti Ued next page
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(Tabl VIII, Continued

Ratio of Residents pf State Enrolled as Undeygraduates in Any State to

Number of 18 - 21 Year Olds in State (1968)

Student Number of

ate Residents 18-21 Year Olds Ratio

South Carolina 41,993 210,900 .20

South Dakota 22,765 48,100 .47

Tennessee 86,045 277,800 .31

302,136 814,800 .37

Utah 41,103 77,800 .53

Vermont 9,384 27,700 .34

Virginia 97,698 371,100 .26

Washington - 107,227 231,100 '.46

'West Virginia ,39,615 121,400 .33

Wisconsin 122,230 275,200 .44

Wyoming 11,799 22,800 .52

50 St tes and D.C. 5,632,266
!/

13,809',000 .41

(21)-Carnegie Commission for Higher Education.



' Table IX
RATIO OF RESIDENTS ENROLLED AS FIRST-TIME UNDERGRADUATES IN INSTITUTIONS

IN ANY STATE TO HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

Student NuMber of

State Residents Hi_gh School Gra Ratio

Alabama 21,475 45,799 .47

Alaska 1,334 2,905 .46

Arizona 20,548 21,054 .98

Arkansas 13,762 25,274 .54

California 192,129 256,235 .75

Colorado 18,S57 29,989 .61

Connecticut 26,190 38.,974 .67

Delaware 3,453 7,121 .48

Dist. of Columbia 5,526 6,822- .81

Florida 43,804 67,211 .65

Georgia 22,471 55,470 .41

Hawaii 7,196 11,230 .64

Jdaho 7,264 11,751 .62

Illinois 94,191 139;253 .68

Indiana 32,531. 70,033 .46

Iowa '24,123 .45-,871 .53 .

Kansas 21,522 33,693 .64

Kentucky -19,948 40,326 .49

).ouisiana 23;663 47,897 -.49

Maine 5,157 15,014 .34

A.,

A.

Maryland 25,468 .,48,937. .52

Massachusetts 50,380 76,53Q .66

Michigan 64,349 126,558 .51

Minnesota ' 32,352 61,686 .52

Mississippi 18,668 29,225 .64

MissOuri 33,782 59,851 -56

-Montana. . ()763 11,642 .58

Nebraska 12,777 22,,871 .56

Nevada. 2,717 5,053 .54

New Hampshire 4,527 10,086 .45

New Jersey 56,027 95;082, .59

New Mexico 7,766 15,676 .50

New York .157,537 -223,900 .71

North Carolina 26,427 64,994 .41

North Dakota '6,725 10,768 ,b .62,

Ohio 74,892 147,530

OklahOma 22,098 35,445 .62

Oregon 1 .,709 31,022 .64

PennSylvania 74,198 171,275 .43-

Rhode Island 7;471 11,189 .67,

Continued next page.
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(Table IX, Continued)

Ratio of Rosident_s_Enrolled_ As First-Time Under radua es In In
School Graduat s 968)

RatioState
Student

Residents
Number of

High School Graduates

South Carolina 13,252 34,367 .39

Dakota 6,935 12,497 .55,South
Tenncssee 22,469 48,522 ,46

Texas 81,033 L33,192 .61

Utah. 9,668 16,999 .57

-Verm nt 2,734 7,968 .34'

Virginia 274280 57,790 .47

4Vashington 35,828 49,190 .73

West Virginia 11,283 264899 .42

Wisconsin 34,043 - 71,473 .48

Wyoming 3,684 5293 .70

50 States and 1,557,486 2,701,000 .58.

D.C.
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Table X

States with the Highest and Lowest Percentage of High-School Graduates
in 7irst-Time Enrollment -- as Compared with States with the HigIvi!st

and Lowest Percentage of 18-21 year olds in Undergraduate Enrollment (22)

(1°68)

tates with highest percentage of high-
school graduates in first-time enrollment

States with highest percentage of 18-21
ear olds in under raduate enrollment

State Perce a e State Percentage

Arizona 98% Utah , 53%

Distript of Columbia 81 New York 52
California 75 Wyoming 52

Washington 73 Connecticut 51

New York . 71 California SO

. .

Wydming 70 Massachusetts 49
Illinois , 68 Arizona 48

Rhode Island. 67 Oregon .48

Connecticut 67 Jllinois 47
Massachusetts 66 South Dakota 47

(National average) (58%) . (National-aVerage ) (41%

\
State with lowest percentage o_ high- States with lowest percentage of 18-21
school raduates in firs time enroll-ent ear olds in under,raduate enrollment,

State Percentage State .

,

Percentage-
r

Maine 34% Alaska 14%
Vermont 34 North Carolina 24
South Carolina 39 Georgia. 25

Georgia 41 South Carolina 26
North Carolina 41 Virginia 26

.

.

West Virginia 42 Maine 26
Pennsylvania 45 Nevada 27,

New Hampshite 45 District of Columbia 7. 30
Tennessee 46 Tennessee -31'

Alaska 46- Delaware 31 -

Indiana ,46 kentucky 31

_

(22)._
tstimates derived by-the,Cardaie Cemmission for Higher Education staff using
Bureau of the CensuS; Current Po ulation Re ort, Series P-25, Nos. 375'sand
416, and 1960 Census'data from the states,



-42-

Section IV - The tion.

The decade of the Sixties ha been a period ,)f major growth in

awareness,of national,responsibilities for: increasing post-secondary

and higher edueat onal opportur Ly.for a progressively wider range

of.indiViduals in society. While majorfederalaid to students was ,

made available through th 'G I. Bill after World War II and continues

,

tobe available-through the Veterans_Administration to veterans, not

need bUt service in the armed forces was-and is the Prime Criterion

. /

for Such aid. Similar comment-s could be made about Social Security

payments which constitute_a major source of non-needs based federal

,assistande to students. BeginniA ng, hewever, with'the National

Defense Edu 'tion Att of19.58, the federal emphasis for the.Sixties

on aid as a beans of removing finandial barriers to postsecondary

education for lower-income, poor, and disadvantaged persuns, utilizing

need as a major tr terion for suth !aid, has become progressively more

clear. Higher and post,-secondary education have become recognized
A

not only as state and local resourOes but as national resources. In'

turn, the availability of poSt-secOndary educational opportunity is

now considered not just a .privilege but as a right of those,

I

individuals, regardless of economic circUmstances or race, who iould

p ofif from it and add to the national reserVe of educated manpowerf
1

.

1

I

Following the Aatidnal Defense Education Act, a series of acts during

.the Sixties\extended the range of student assistan e based on need

.both to, Students i g neral and to-students in specialized areas.

.The Health'Professions National AsAistante Act of 190_proVided loans

-*\

for needy students -in.the health fiel The Civil Rights Act of
,



1964 enabled institutions to deal with special student problems

bkought about through desegreratiun. The Nurses Training Act of 1964

provided fpnds for needy nursing students The Economic Opportunity

Act of 1964 inaugurated the Work-StUdy program. The Health Professions

Educational Assistance Amendments of 1964 provided grants to students.

in'the health professions The land a k Higher Education Act of:1965

inClUded the Educational Opportunity Grants program, extended the loan

program initiated under NDEA, provided,for the guaranteed lean

Program, extended the Work-Study program,, and provided for additional'.

graduate fellowships. :The Education Professions Develdpment Act of

1967 opened up.fukther opportunities in-teacher-education in its,

various forms. The Higher Educatioil Amendments of 1968 not only/.

I)
st engthened thd Educational Opportunity G"tants, the NDEA loan

ptogr and thererk-Study programs but through Upward Bound-,

Talent Search, and Special Services provided for early identificatiOn,

remedial work, and recruitment of the disadvantaged.. The Health.

-Manpower Act of 1968 fur her extended aid-programs in _ealth areas.

During the same period' Veterans programs were extended aRd funded at

1

higher rates.

By 1969 federal funds from all -ourees and for all purposes allocated

for student assistance had.passed the $2 billion mark..(23) HOwever,

by 1969 a plateaulinfundinChad been rea-heth !In particular

programs appropriations were already being cut back. JThe mest
2.

notable case was the Economic.Oppoktdnity Grants program which was

reduced by 8.,4.6 million in 1969 over the approPriation fer 1968:

(23),See Table XI.
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rk-Study program waS- increased by app o 'mately

$11 million in 1969 and the interest subsidy portion of the guaranteed

loan program was increased by $3.8 million the net loss in basic

,programs was close to $20 million . r.But regardless of specific ameunts,

by the end of the decade,the principle and the goal of moving towards

equali _f higher educational opportun ty for all citizens commensurate

with their interests and abilities through removal.of economic barriers

had been fairly firmly established both, by Presidential statement And

Congressional Action. As already nOted, P e ident Nixon reaffirmed

this goal as the central issue in his higher education message of'

1970.

But the question inevitably arises: To what extent has the federal

government moved to help translate thii geal-into reality within the

programs enacted and the fUnds appropriated to date.? Do students

from all sections of the country, from-tho ghetto; and from rural

poverty-areas have equal access in the light of their needs to the

funds available. .To what extent are students from certain se A_ons

of the country, preparing for certain professions, with certain

background experiences that may or may not be related to needrgiven

preference? The e are not easy questions to answer as there -are

other legitimate ends to be served in-relation to which creating

equality ofTost-se49,pdary educationAl opportunity,is riither a fi cal

nor a political possibility.

Noweveri:ii shedid be reCognized that of the er' 2 billion in

,federal funds for assistance of students allOcated-i1P1969 only

$363 836,721. ent into basie programs handled through the'LL S. Office

58
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of Education. Almost twice that amount ($687,389,627) was expended

through the Veterans Administration and close to three ti es that

amount ($95 448,354) was expended by the Public Health Service. (24)

This is not to say that veterans' educational benefi s.should be cut,

nor is it to deny the national need for strengthening the health

professions, both of which are important and legitimate goals. But

t is to put the cieestion of aid on a need basis in a p6rspective

'which recognizes that a veteran going into the health profession has

a decided advantage over the promising black young man or woman of

the gheto-or the impoverished rural farm child in the south.

But to carry the question further, are the funds appropriatedthrough

:the U. S. Office of EdUcation for basic student aid, that is; for the

Educational Opportunity Giants program, the College Work-Study

program, the NDEA loan program,'and insured loan/reserves (guaránteèd

loan progr so distributed-as to approximate equality of access to

needY students across the nation? At least some serious attempt has

been made i- the authorizing legislation to develop ,allocation-_

formulae to encourage, if not insure, equitable distribution. The

Educational Opportunity Grants program (Hikh r EduCation Aet of 1965,

Title IV: 'Part A, Section 405 [a]) requires that "the Commissioner

shall allot to each state am amount which bears the same ratio to-the

amount so appropriateck ds the number of persOns enrolled on a full--

'time basis in institutions of,hi'gher education in such statebears

to.the-total number of persons enrolled'on a-full-time basis in

institutions of higher education in all the states." Essentially the

(24)
See Table XI-
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same language is used in Title II for funds under the NDEA student

loan program. While such a frrnula provides for awarding'funds on

a student population base, it does not take,into account the variance

in pot ntial student pool within states including either the 18 - 21

year oldpopulation,:the number of high school graduates, Or the

income 1eVel of the' families within the states. Yet the Economi--

Opportunity Grants program is in many respects the fundamental aid

program of direct grants t_ meet the needs-of the most impoverished

students and the NDEA ioan programAs the basic unit in enabling

impoverished students to help themselves. 'The formula for distri7

bution of reserve funds for the guaranteed loan program unlike-EOG

and NDEA is not based upon college population but upon, the proportioh

of 18 - 22 year olds per state'to the 18 22 year oId population"

of the nation (Title Section 422 [b] [1]). The most Complex

formula is for allotment of funds for the Work-Study program One

third,of the funds are allotted on the basi'of proportionate college:

population; pne,third on proportionate number of high school graduates';,

and, one third "will be an amount whith,bears the same ratio to such

one third as the number of related children under 18 years of age

living in families with annual income, of less than $3,op0 in such

state bears the number of relat d children under 18 years of age

living in families with incomes of less than $3,000 An all the states"

(Title IV= -Section 422 [b] [3])

Actual allotments undereach of these programs plus veterans' affairs

and public health for 1969 appear in Table XI. A similar table

(rable XII) for the four U. S. Office of Education programs for 1968



-47--

with student enrollments of residents of the s a es 'ether enrolled

in state or out of state foldows.(25),

1968 figures are Used in Table XII since state student resident

enrollment figures are not available for 1969 n order to obtain

comparable figures by state in terms of what the alloca ions mean

-tate we have developed tables by program and by tota1 fdnds

for all four programs, en a,per student resident%of the state base

pe_

and a per 18 - 21 year:old population base. (Table

XVI., and XVII). While the student reside t figures,are not available

for 1969 the tables re cross-checked for rank order and propor-
.

tionate amounts in 1969 using the assumption that while there were

increases in numbers of students no radical thange in distribution

of student-residents'or,18- 21 year olds took,place. While the

amounts per state%particularly in_the Educational Opportunity Grants

program shrank considerably as a result of the $34.6 million

reduction in funds and increased slightly in the College Work-Study

program and the insured loan reserves the proportionate amounts

received and the rank order of states remained substantiallythe same

utilizing 1969 allotment figures.

The first srikingcharateristic the 1968 tables reveal is the marked

differentials'among the states in each category: For example, in the

FbG program the amount per student resident'apotted by state varied

from a high of $23.85 for the Distr.ict.of C lUmbia to a low of $4.31

in New Jersey. The national aveiage for 1968 for all states was $8.94.

(2_ §fadent enrollment figu es ln Tabl- XII from Table VIII, page 37.
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- FOOTNOTES -

[1] Source: American Edudation U. Office of Education, April 1969,
Vol. 5, No. 4, pp. 24-25'. Figures do not include_th6se
funds allotted'on an individual project basis,

[2] Source: Statistical SBp1ement to Annual RepOrt, Administrator. o
Veterans Affairs, 1969, pp. 7273, Estimated selected

,lexpenditures by State;Jiscal year 1969, fe-r Vocational re-
-7hahilitation-an& education.-.

[3] Sou ce Pub1ieJlea4h_ServicA Grants and'Awardi: Fiscal Year. 1969.

funds. Part II: National Institutes of Health. U. S.
D'epartment of Health,, Education, an& Welfare, pp. 402-415.
Includes funds for research.grants, training:grants, and
traineeship, fellewShip, and research ,career program awaras,
undergraduate apd graduate.

44] Aligher Education Act, Title IV-A. Amounts represe t initial-year
.4awards only.

[5] National Defense Education A t -Title IL'

[ ] Hi her Educatio Act, -Title -C.
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As might:be expected, the proportionate Spread in relation to 18 21

year old populati n was even greater than the per student resident

spread. Utah received '- 83 per 18 - 21 year old while Alaska

received 74. In other words the District of ColuMbia received about

5.5 times as much per student resident as New Jersey', but Utah

received almost 10.5 times as much per 18 21 year old as Alaska.

In contrast the variations were not as great in the Work-Study program.

On a per student resident basis South Carolina received $60.71 while

New Jersey received $13.75. Using the 18 - 21 year old population

Mississippi received $16.30 per 18 - 21 year old while Alaska received

$391. .This may be the effect again of the more comprehensive formula

utilized in Work-Study fund distribution-. Finaljy, in overall aid

(411 four programs) on a per student-resident basis the Distri,ct of

Columbia received $I57.60 or 4.5times as much as New Jers y. with

its $35.28,per student resident. Distributed by 18 21 year ,olds,

the District of Columbia received $47,19 or approximately three times

as much as Alaska' with $9.29.

Table XVIII shows the high, thelovp, ,and the average\ for each program

for 1968 and 1969 (using 4968 student reSident and 18 21 yearold

figures).

The question then arise's of #e relation ef the distribution of funds

t_ poverty levels, in the states. _Are the states with the highest

poverty levels receiving the most funds? If one'Uses as an index

the ten states with fewest and the ten with the-moSt famil

receiving $5,000 or less of'annual income the results in the various

programs and the.totals, from all four programs- are most interesting.
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TABLE X111 -56-.

RANKING OF THE SO,STATES AND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ON U. S. OFFICE.OF EDOC4TION
STATE ALLOTMENTS PER STUDENT RESIDENT AND PER 18-21 YEAR OLDS -- STUDENT

FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS, FISCAL 1968.

STATE

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS

$ PER STUDENT
RESIDENT

1. District of Columbia $23.85
2. Vermont 17.11

3. Utah 14.82
4. North Carolina 13.25
5. New HampShire 13.25

6. Iowa 12,12
7. West.Virg nia 12.12
8. Tennessee 12.03
9. Rhode Island 11.62

10. Kansas 11.58

11. Indiana 11.55
12. Colorado 11.52
13. South Carolina 11.42

14. Minnesota 11.07
15. Maine 11,05

16. Kentucky 16.96
17. Oklahoma 10.92
18, North Dakota 10.91
le. Massachusetts 10.91
20. Missouri 10.96'

21. Arkansas 10.75
22. Mississippi 10.74
23. South Dakota 10.69
24. Nebraska 10.58
25. Wisconsin 10.38

26. Oregon 10.05
27. Louisiana 10.03
28. Georgia 9.84

'029. Washington 9.83
Montana 9.76

31. Michigan 9.69
32. Arizona 9.52
33. fTexas 9.22
34. Wyoming 9.16.

35, Ohio 9.07

36. Alabama 8.91
37. Pennsylvania 8.63
38. New Mexico 8.50
39. Virginia 8,42
40. Idaho 8_39

-j7
41. Delaware .32

42. Hawaii 3.09
43. Maryland
44. Illinois 7.51

45. Florida 7.48

46. California = 7.21
47. New York 6.64
48, Connecticut 6.47
49. Nevada 6.24
50. Alaska 5.14

51. New Je sey 4,31

$

STATE
PER 18-21

YEAR OLDS

1.

2.

3.

4.

S.

Utah
District of Columbia
Vermont
Iowa
Massachusetts

$7.88 .

7.14
5.80
5.52
5.29

6. ;Kansas 5.22
7. North Dakota 5.20
8, South Dakota 5.06
9. Oklahoma 5.04

10. Minnesota 4.99

11. Colorado 4.90
12. Oregon 4.83
13. Wyoming 4.74
14. Nebraska 4.73
IS. Wisconsin 4.61

16. Washington 4.56.
J.7:3 Arizona 4.55
18. New Hampshire 4.52
19. Rhode Island 4.50
20. Montana 4.40

21. Missouri 4.34
22, Idaho 4.30
23. Indiana 4.11
24. West Virginia 3.96
25. Michigan 3.93 .

26. Tennessee 3.73
27. ArkanSas 3.61
28. California 3.60
29. Illinois 3.56
30. Mississippi 3.55

31. Louisiana 3.52
32. Pennsylvania 3.48
33. Ohio 3.45
34. New York 3.44
35. Kentucky 3.43

36. Texas 3.42
37. Connecticut 3.32

New Mexico 3.28
39. North 'Carolina 3.11
40.

-4-1.

Maine 2.89

Florida 2.83
42. -Alabama 2.82
43. ,Maryland 2.71
44. Hawaii
45. Delaware .2.53

46. Georgia 2.42
47. South Carolina 2.27
48. Virginia 2.22
49. New Jersey 1.99
50. Nevada 1.66

51. Alaska .74



-57- TABLE XIV

RANKING OF THE 50 STATES AND. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ON U. 5.-OFFICE OF EDUCATION
STATE ALLOTMENTS PER STUDENT RESIDENT AND PER 18-21 YEAR OLDS -- STUDENT

FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS, FISCAL 1968.

CONTRIBUTION TO LOAN FUNDS

RAN K STAT'
PER STUDENT
RESIDENT

1.

2,

3.

4.

5.

District of Coltimbia
Vermont
North Carolina
New Hampshire
Iowa

$94.01
67.43
52.22
50.94
47.77

6. West Virginia 47.77
7. Tennesfe 47.41
8. Rhode Island 45.79
9. Kansas 45.62

10. Indiana 45.51

11: Colorado 45.39
12. South'Carolina 45.00
13. Minnesota 43.63
14. Maine 43.46
15. Kentucky 43.22

16. Oklahoma , 43,06
17. North Dakota 42.99
18 Massachusetts 42.99
19. Missouri 42.40
20., Arkansas 42.39

21. Mississippi 42.33

22. South Dakota 42.12

23. -Wisconsin 40.89
24. Nebraska 40.42
25. 'Oregon 39.61

26. Washington 38.74
27. Montana 28.46
28. Michigan 38.19
29. Louisiana' 37.67
30. Georgia 36.29

31. Wyoming 36.12

32. Ohio 35.74
33. Alabama 35.11
34. Pennaylvavia 34.03
35. New Mexico 33.48

36. Virginia 31.21
37. Arizona 31.04
38. Utah 20.87
39.- Illinois 29:59
40. Florida 29.48

41, Idaho 27.21
42. Texas 26.99
43. New York 26.18
44: Connecticut 25,42
45. Nevada 2A.61

46. ,California -24.27
47, Maryland 21.54
48. Alaska 20.27
49. Delaware 10.65
50.i New Jersey 16.99

'51. 12.30

STATE
4 PER 18-21
YEAR OLDS

1. District of Columbia $28.15
2. Vermont 22.84
3. Iowa 21.75
4. Massachlisetts -20.85
5. Kansas 20.58

6. North Dakota 20.48
South Dakota 19.93

8. Oklahoma 19.86
9. Minnesota 19.67
10. Colorado 19.32

11. Oregon 19.03
12. Wyoming 18.69
13. Wisconsin 18.16
14. Nebraska 18.08
15. Washington 17.98

16. New Hampshire 17.80
17. Rhode Island 17.73
18. Montana 17.35

19, Missouri 17.10
20. Utah 16.31

21. Indiana 16.21
22. 'West Virginia' 15.59
23. Michigan 15.47
24. Arizona 14.84
25. Tennessee 14.68

26, Arkansas 14.24
27. Illinois 14.01
28. Mississippi 14.00
29. Idaho 13.96
30. Pennsylvania 13.71

31. Ohio 13.5p
32.' New York 13.54
33. Kentucky 13.52

34. Louisiana 13.29
35. Connecticut 13.10

36. New Mexico 12.91
-37. North Crolina 12.27

38. California 12.10
39. .-. Maine 11.40
40 Florida 11.14

41. Alabama 11.12

42. Texas 10.01

43, South Carolina 8.96
44. Ceorgia 8.93
45. Virginia 8.22

46. New Jersey 7.85
47. Maryland 7.77
48.- Nevada 6.54
49: Delaware 6.04

50. Hawaii 3,0S

51. Alaska 2.9:

71



TABLE XV -SG-

RANKING OF THE SO STATES AND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ON.U. S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION
STATE ALLOTMENTS PER STUDENT RESIDENT AND PER 18-21 YEAR OLDS -- STUDENT

FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS, FISCAL 1968.

INSURED UJAN RESERVES

RANK STATE
$ PER STUDENT'

RESIDENT

1. Alaska $11.88
2. South Carolina 4.24
Z. North Carolina 3.82
4. Vermont , 3.73
5. Ohio 3.57

6. District of Columbia 3:33
7.\\ Wisconsin 3.12
8. -Jirginia 2.94
9. 'Louisiana 2.93

10. Kentucky 2.92

11. Ailbama 2.58
12. New York 2.38
13. Connecticut 2.28
14. Pennsylvania 2.19
15. Texas 2,02

16. Maryland 1.97
17.'- Florida 1.87
18. Now Mexico 1.81
19, Georgia 1.81
20. Colorado 1.49

21. California -1.41

22. Delaware .85

23. Massachusetts .84

24. Tennessee .79

25. Hawaii .79

26. New Hampshire .61

27. Maine .54

28. Mississippi .43

29. Rhode Island .40

30. Indiana .38
31.

31. Iowa_ .32

32. Michigan .31
33.. Illinois .28
34. New Jersey .24
35. Oregon .24

36. Missouri .22
37. West Virginia. .21

38. Minnesota .19
39. Oklahoma .18
40. Arkansas .17

41. Washington .16
42. Kansas .15

43. North Dakota .12

44. Nebraska .07,

45. Arizona .06

46. Idaho
47. Montana
48. Nevada -

49. South,Dako a
50. Utah

51. Wyoming

K STATE
$ PER 8-21
YEAR OLDS

7

1. :Alaska
2. Wisconsin
3. 'Ohio
4. Vermont
S. New York

$1.71

1.39
1.36
1.26

1.23

6. Connecticut 1,17
7. Louisiana _ 1.03
8. District of Columbia 1.00
9. Kentucky .91

10. North Carolina .90

11. Pennsylvania .88
12. ' South Carolina ,84
13. Alabama .82
14. Virginia .77
15. TexaS ,75

16. Maryland .71
17. California .70
18. New Mexico .70

19. Florida .70
20. Colorado .63

21. Georgia .44
22. Massachusetts ,41
23. Delaware .26
24. .Hawaii .25
25. Tehnessee .25

26, New Hampshire .21

27. Rhode Island .16
28. 164a .15
29. Indiana .14
30. Maine .14

31. Mississippi .14
32:' Illinois .13
33. Oregon .12
34. Michigan .12
35. New Jersey .11

36. Missouri. .09
37. Oklahoma .08
38. Minnesota ,08
39. Kansas .07
40 Washington .07

41. West Virginia .07
42; North Dakota .06
43, Arkansas .06
44. Arizona .03
45. .,'Nebraska .03

46. Idaho
47. Montana
48. Nevada
49. South Dakota
50. Utah

51. Wyoming
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RANKING OF THE-50 STATES AND DISTRICT, OF COLUNBIA ON U. S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION
STATE ALLOTMENTS PER STUDENT RESIDENT AND PER 18-21 YEAR OLDS 1- STUDENT

FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS, FISCAL 1968.

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY

RANK STATE
$ PER STUDENT

RESIDENT

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

South Carolina
North Carolina
Mississippi
Arkansas
West Virginia

$6071
51.91
49.28
44.22
42.68

6= GeOrgia 42.27

7. Alabama 40.78
8. Tennessee 40.31

9. Kentucky 40.22

10. District of Columbia 36.40

11. Maine 35.24

12. Vermont 35.10

13. Louisiana 34.93

14. Virginia 31.87
South Dakota 29 '7

16. Iowa 27.62

17. Alaska 27.15

18, Missouri 27.08
19. North Dako a 26.76,

20. New Mexi,7.o 26.63

21. Texas 26.44

22. Oklahoma. 26.42m

23. 'New Hampshire 25.88
24. Indiana 25.43

-25. Minnesota 25.00

26. Nebraska 24:82
27. Rhode Island 23.64

28. Pennsylvania' 23.37
29. Delaware 23.16
30= Colorado 23.05

31. Utah 22.95
32= Kansas 22.89
33. Wisconsin 22.61

34. Florida 22.50

35. Montana 22.29-

36. Ohio 22.02
37. Michigan 21.83'

38. Arizona 20.64

39, Idaho 20.23
40. Wyoming 20.18

41. Oregon . 20.16
42. Massachusetts 20.14
43, Hawaii 2013 .'

44. Maryland' 20.12
45. Washington 19.32

46. Neva.da 17.80
47. fllinois 17.56
48. California , 15.55

49.i' New York 14.98
SO-. Connecticut 14:27

51. New Jersey 13.75

RANK STATE
$ PER 18-21
YEAR OLDS

1= Mississippi,'
2. Arkansas .-
3. West Virg1nia
4. South Dakota
5. Alabama

6. North Dakota
Iowa

8. Kentucky
9. Tennessee

10. Louisiana

11.

12.

13.

14.

IS.

15.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

28.

29..

30.

31.

33.

34.

35.

North Carolina
Oklahoma
Utah
South Carolina,
,Vermont

Minnesota
Nebraska
Missouri
District of Columbia
Wyoming

Georgia
Idaho
Kansas

-New Mexico
Montana

Wisconsin
-Arizona
Colorado
Texas
Massachusetts

Oicgon
Pennsylvania
Maine'
Rhode island
Indiana

36. :New Hampshire
37. Washington.,
38. Michigan
39. Florida
40. Virginia

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.-

Ohio
Illinois
California'

New York
Connecticut

Maryland
Delaware
Hawaii
New.Jersey
Nevada

Alaska

$16.30
14.86
13.93

15.85
12.91

12.75

12.58
12:58

12.49
12,27

12.20
12.19

12.13
12.09
11,89

11.27
11.10
10.92

10.90
10.44

10.40

10.38
10.38

10.27

10.05

10.04
9.87
9.81

9.80
9.77

9.69
9.42
9.22
9.15
9.06

9.05

8.96

8.85
. 8:50

8.39

8.37
8.31

7.75

7.75

7.32

7.26
7.12
6.52
6.35
4.73

3.91



TABLE XVII
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RANKING OF THE 50 STATES AND DISTRICT OF COLUMI;IA ON U. S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION
STATE ALLOTMENTS PER STUDENT RESIDENT AND PER 18-21 YEAR OLDS -- STUDENT

FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS, FISCAL 1968.

TOTAL U.S.O.E. ALLOTMENTS

STATE
$ PER STUDENT

RESIDENT

1. District of Columbia $157.60
2. Vermont 123.37

3. South Carolina 12E37
4. North Carolina 121.20

5. Mississippi 102.78

6. West Virginia 102.78

7. Tennessee 100.54

8. Arkansas 97.53

9, Kentucky 97.32

10. Maine 90.40

11. New Hampshire 90.36

12. Georgia 90.21
13. Iowa 87.83
14. Alabama 87.38

15. Louisiana 85.56f'\
16. Indiana 82.87

17. South Dakota L82.03'.

18. -Rhode Island 81.45
19. Colorado 81.44

20. North Dakota 80.78

21. Oklahoma 80.58
22. Missouri 80.45

23. Kansas 80.24'
24. Miunesota 79.88
25. Wisconsin 77.00

26.- Nebraska 75.89 -

27. Massachusetts 74.88

28. Virginia 74.44
29, Montana 70.51

30. New Mexico 70.42 _

31. Ohio 70.40

32. Oregon' 70.06

33. Michigan 70.02

34. Utah 68.64
35. Pennsylvania 68.22

36. Washington 68.06
37. Wyoming 65,46
38. Texas 64.68

39. Alaska 64.45

40. Florida 61,33

41. Arizona 61.28

42. Idaho 55.82

Illinois 54.94

44. Delaware 51.89

45. Maryland 51.16

46. New York.. 50.19

47, Nevada 48.65

48., Connectreut
California

48.54

SO. Nawaii 41.30

51. NeW Jersey 35.28

RANK
$

STATE
PER 18-21

YEAR OLDS

1.

2.

3.

4.

District of Columbia.
Vermont
Iowa
South Dakota
North Dakota

$47.19
41.80
39.99
38.84
38.48

6. Oklahoma 37.16
7. Massachusetts 36.32
8. Utah' 36.26
9. Kahsas 36.2q:

.10. Minnesota 36.02

11. Colorado 34.67
12. Wisconsin 34.20

' 13. Mississippi 34.00
14. Nebraska 33:95
IS. Wyoming 33.87

16. Oregon, 33.67
17. West Virginia 33.54
18. Arkansas 32.77
19. Missouri 32.45
20. Montana 31.80

21. Washington 31.58

22. New Hampshire 31.58

23. Rhode Island 31.54
24. Tennessee 31.14
25, ' Kentucky 30.45

26. Louisiana 30.05
27, Indiana 29.52

28, Arizona 29.29
29. Idaho 28.64
30, North Carolina 28.48

31. Michigan 28.37
32. Alabama' 27.67

33. Pennsylvania 27.49
34. New Mexico 27.15
35. Ohio 26.78

36. Illinois 26.02

37. New York 25.96
38. Connecticut 24.91

39. South Carolina 24.17

40. California 24.16

41. Texas= 23.98
42, Maine 23.65
43. Florida 23.16

.44. Georgia 22.20
45. Virginia 19.60

46. Maryland 18.45

47. New Jersey 16.30

48. Delaware 15.95
49. Hawaii 13.38

SO. Nevada
_

12.93

51. Alaska 9.29

74

_
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Table XVIII

U. S Office of Education State Allotments per Student
Resident and per lif 21 year old 7- Student Financial

Aid PrograMs, Fiscal,years 1968 and 1969

-Avera:e Allotment Hi hesr State Allotment,,:
and Lowest State Allotment

Program
1968

Average Highest

Educational Opportunity Gran s

Per Student Resident
Per 18 - 21 Year Old

Contribution to Lean Funds

Per Student Resident
Per 18 - 21 Year Old

Insured Loan Reserves

Pei Student Resident
Per 18 21 Year Old'

College Work7Study

Per Student Resident
Per 18 21 Year Old

Total U:S.O.E. Allotments

Per Student Resident
Per 18 - 21 Year Old

0 .

8.94

3.65

-3.85 -

7.83

33.56 94.01
13.69

1.49
.61

23.37
9.53

67.36
27.47

28.15

11.88

60.71
16.30

157.60
47.19

Lowest Average
1969

Highest Lowest

4.31 $ 2.79 $ 7.45 4) 1.35

.74 1.14 2.45 .23

12.30 33.54 91.94 14.87

'2.92 13.68 27.53 2.86

.00 2.17 5.94 1.51
.88 1.10 .70

0.

13.75 25.32 65.77 14.89

3.91 10.33 17.66 4.24

35.28 63.82 142.36 34.52

9.29 26.03 42,63 8.18



As one _ight expect, the College Work-StUdy program with its mo,e

comprehensive formula shows the closest correlation. Eight of the

ten states 'with highest poverty levels appear in the top ten on a

D

per student resident distribution and seven of-the wealthiest states

appear in the lowest ten* Using the 18 21 year old disttibution

pattern_the higher poverty states drop to six in the first ten and

the wealthiest states drop to six in the last ten. The correlation

is nowhere nearly as high in the EOG program where Only three of-the

high poverty level states appear in _he firstIten on a per student

resident basis and only one appears in the first ten on an 18 - 21

year old basis. In the totals for all programs seven of the high

poverty level states appeat in the first ten on a pet studen

resident basis but,only one

18 - 21 year old base.

_ them appears in the first ten on the

Among the striking factors in such an analysis is the fact that the

District Of Columbia, one of the ten "stateswith the fewest poverty

level families appears within the first ten_in funds received in all

categories except Work-Study funds per 18 - 21 year old and.leads the

nation in EOG funds per student resident, loan funds per student

resident and per 18 21 year olds, and in total funds per student

resident and per 18 7 21 year olds. This may help explain the high

ratio of residents enrolled as first-time undergraduates in insti-

tutions of higher education to number of high.school graduates (.81,

second in the nation ) and give some.indication of what more adequate

Student assistance can accomplish.
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The following table (pages 64 and 65) gives rank orders per program

by each categery of distribution of funds re eived by the state: with.the

highest poverty levels and those with the lowest poverty levels.

While there obviously.are mapy factors influencing the amounts

-received by states per student resident and per 18 21 year olds in
A

these tables, it at least would 'seem that the mode of.distribution

and the intent or purpose of the distribution need Careful review And

reconsideration,.

.If it is the ob igation of the states as Suggested earlier.to help

equalize higher educational opportUnity vithin the states, then the

federal government should mot cut back funds for any state but instead

help equalize higher educational opportunity among tho states. While

there is -ome evidence that the Work7StUdy i:program does move n this

direction,-it is -far from,clear that this objective is being achieved .

in federal Programs as-a whele at this tim-

It would appear that federal program should haVe two objectives :

(1) EqualizatiOn,of higher eduCatiomal_opportunity among the states;

and,, (2) encouragement of the states without student assistance

programs to develdp such_programs through incentives such as revenue-

sharing or matching funds. If these objectives are to be gained two

things seeth necessary:, , (1) The already suggested reView of alleCation

procedures in light of goals; and 2) involveent of the states and

their planning_agencies more directly intim planning and.distribution

process than is now the case. -At present, aside :from the guaranteed

loan program in some states all of the majdr sti;dent aid programs

currently operate_pn a direct'federal-institirtional basis; To suggest
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involvement of the states and their planning agencies i_ federal

higher education student aid allocations is not to undermine the role
4

or importance of institutions in student aid administration. But

is to recognize that the needs of potential students cannot be met

by institutiens alt.:me by the federal governmentalene, -or by

institutions and the federal government working-ln tandeM. While

instttutions can work with students who- have enrolled or applied for

-admisSion, by the nature of'the case it is extraordinarily difficult

.for the institutions to become involved _with or Concerned about those

needy students who never,get beyond high school, who never apply t

an institution,,but who have college potential and can,be planned for

on a statewide basis.

"an oPP

addition, the state agencies at least hav

-tunity to take a broader look at the total range of educational

institutions and,oppOrtunities in relation t- the needs of students

.than individUal institUtions are able to do. Since the states do in,

fact. conStitUte -the major-funding,source for higher education ttiday;

any effective distribution to meet the total needs must involve the

triple partnership:of institutions, states, and the federal government

in.commen planning.and allocation of the funds from all sourceS for

tudent assistane
_ -

Ope addi ional aspect oP the problem must be added_ All of the major

programs-in student operated ,through the U S. Office of Educatiti-a.-
,

provide funds primarily for tudents in higher educational insti-
:\

tutions i-n the more traditional sense. Tilhile 11,eterans Administration

progrms:are not primarily n ed-based -the funds made available

through the-G. I. Bill can be USed'in the,full7range of postsecondary

edit ational opportuniAies. Many Of the .tates through community
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colleges and technical -institutes have come to recognize more clearly

than apparently has the federal government that, at.this point in
z

history, occupational educat on is an integral part of the total

post-secondary educational spectrum. Accordingly, student assistance

should not be limited to "colleges" as important as the "colleges"

a e in the t tal picture. Stude t assistance needs to be seen in the

tal post-secondary context and provision must be made in planning

and administration of student assistance on the state .as well as

federal level for comprehensive aid to students in the total range

'of post-secondary educational prog ams. Only if this is'the case

will the needs of.potential students in their diverse institions'

be met and only if this is the case will equality of educational

opportunity commensurate with interest and abilitie- be achieved.



Section V The Central Goal and Recommendations.

A. Government Responsibili

th this review of trends, practices, and problems on institutional,

state, and national levels in mind, the Task Force wi hes to reemphasize

that it is a major responsibility of government-- state, local, and

federal-- to provide educational opportunity for all its citizens in

accordance with their abilities, motivations, and the n eds of society.

To achieve this goal in post-secondary education cwo requirements are

necessary: F-Lrst,,a diversity of institutions for students to attend

providing the range and variety of programs appropriate to individual

differences, imerests, and abilities, and relevant to the variety

of occupational a d cultural opportunities and needs of the

contemporary world; and, second, the elimin tion of barriers to

access to these institutions -- financial, societal, and geographic.

It is with the second of these requirements and,particularly the

financial aspects of this second requi ement, that this Task Foree is

primarily concerned.'

.Student Aid -nd in titutiOnal

While the Task Force has focused its attention on student finan ial

aid, it is very much aware-of the intimate relation of aid to students

and aid to institutions. Without effective planning and irnplenin-

tation for-student aid effective planning and implementation fori

institutions is impossible and vice versa. Financial aid to stJdentS,

without a planned varipty,of healthy public and private ihstitut- ns
I

meet the need of students and, ciety at state or 1 \will nati-p

I

1

1

levels.
\

i

-----__,. \

82
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It is important to distinguish betw)ben consideration of aid to

institutions and aid to students. They are not necessarily the same.

However, it is also clear that appropriations t_ an institution,

public or private, which result in corresponding decrease's in charges

to students is really a form of student aid. And conve_sely, an

award to students which is absorbed in increased charges

form of institutional aid.

is really a

This Task Force was not charged with consideration of aid to

institutions per se, public or private, by direct or indirect means.

Separate Ta k FOrces of the Education Commission ef the,States may

consider the problems of aid to institutions_ public and private at a

later date and this Task Force strongly urges that the Commission

inaugurate such a Task Force or Forces as quickly as possible.

However while this report deals primarily with aid .to students,

the members of the Task Force fully recognize-not only that there are

implications in any student aid policy for institutional structure,

but that .equal p st-secondary educational opport nity depends upon

the availability of a variety of types of post-secondary institutions

to meet different needs and upon reinforcement of programs designed

to meet the specific needs of disadvantaged and needy students above

and beyond the usual services afforded to traditionally "qualified"

students. To this extent the Task Force is fully cognizant that

effective student aid may in fact depend upon aiding institution

both generally and specifically in reaching the overall goal. It is,

however, also the strong belief of this Task Force that meeting the

needs of students and society i the highest priority objective and

that meeting the needs of institutions is a means to that.objective
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and not an end in itself. On how student aid is planned, organized,

administered, and funded will have a major impact upon the future

structure and subStance of post-secondary education in the United

States.

Accordingly, the Task Force enters the following caveat: While this

report is addressed specifically to the problems and needs of st dent

aid, it should be clearly recognized that Student aid is not, in

itself, a. solution to the growing problems, of financing post-high

school echication as a _whole. Aid to students must not be.confused

with aid to institutions. Without facing the problems of institutional

finance neither the quality nor the variety of institutions necessary

to meet the needs of students and society can be assured.

The Goa s.

As_indicated at the outset, the central goal in student financial aid,

whatever the more specific goals, -01c, performance objeCtives, or the

strategies may be; is clear-and can befairly easily stated. it is,
5

again to use Pvesident Nixon's statement,--that "n qualified student

who wants to go to college should be barred by lack of money." But

this statement implies a series of closely related goals: (1) There

-should be basiceducational opportunities at the post7secendary

educational level appropriate to stUdent needs, abilities, and
r

interests in every state or providedhby ever state through interstate

arrangements; (2) there should be institutions that provide
r,

appropriate post-secondary educational opportunity for all qualified

students; and, (3) each individual's opportunity for significant

career choices should be limited only by his capabilities and not by
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economic, cultural, social, or ethnic backgr und. Clearly, an

essential condition for meeti g these goals is adequate funding.

While there is widespread agreement among Americans that these goals

are important and achieveable, in spite of the President's further

statement that this "has long been a great Ame itan goal; I propose

that we achieve it now," we a e still a long way from its full

implementation. Progress-has been made, but the kind of progress

that will in fact translate the goal inter- a reality will require

the fullest combined efforts of concerned citizens, institutions,

agencies. It ATill requi e new alliances and clearer delinations of

areas and levels of responsibility.

D. Federal-State-Institutional Partnership.

Accordingly, the Task Force proposes as its central recommendation

the development of an effective federal-state-institutional partnership

in achieving the goals. This has been talked about for a long time

and expressed conceptually in the idea of the New Federalism. We

propose that we move beyond the talking stage, delinate functions,

and proceed through such a partnership to achieve the goal.

From the Standpoint of public policy- in the opinion of this Task

Force, the prime need is for such a real federal- tate-institutional

partnership. Only through such ,a complementation, of efforts can we

assure substantial progress in meeting the needs of-students combined,

with reasonable, efficient, and effective allocation of existing

and future aid resources
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E. Need for a Comprehensive Program.

To be an.effective partnership it is essentLi that the partners

together develop a comprehe sive program of student a sistance

including opportunity grants, work-study, loans, and self-help froi

students and parents. Such a comprehensive program should at least

be based upon and include the following' considerations:

1. Need should be used as the prime criterion in providing aid.

Awards in-excess of need, given scarce resources, deprive other

students of,essential assistance. While scholastic achievement,

athletic prowess and special talents, for example, should be

recognized.a. d encouraged, to do so in the form of student, aid when

funds are scarce and as a result needy students are excluded from the

basic opportunity to continue education commensurate with their

abilities, perpetrates and perpetuates an injustice which strikes at

the very- roots.of the democratiC process,

2. Utilization of need as,the prime criterion also calls for

the developMent and adoption of a uniform system of needs.analysis.

to insure nationwide equity in determination of need. The critical

factor in d t rmining need should be the ability of the students and

parents including their ability to carry loans) to finance post-

secondary education. While recognizing the progress in,need analysis

that has been made by such national organizations as the College

-Entrance Examination Board and the American College Testing Prog am,

the Task Force recommends that a national study be undertaken to

refine means of determining need. Such a, study or studies should'

consider unique societal as well as family conditions, establish a

more uniform basis of'dealing h emancipated students, and deal with



criteria for need determinations of_part-time, graduate and

professional students.

3. A sy tem of allocating available funds should be developed

such a way as to assure equity in their distribution regardless

of geographic location both within states --d nationally.- The

committee recommends .that present procedures for allocation of

federal funds be critically reexamined in the light of the President's

call for equal educational opportunity to insure that funds are in

fact directed to areaS of greatest need,

4. Intleveloping a comprehensive aid program self-help (student-

parent contributions in cash, Work and loan ) should be considered

as the first source of financing post-s, ;ondary education but with

full recognition that grants mustA)e pro 4 d to close the remaining

gap for students with more extreme needs. 't the Task Force also

recognizes that for some students from extr economically and

culturally depressed areas and homes even seif-elp must be inter-

preted in such a way as to make it clear that real and not illusory

opportunity is being offered; in other words, wotivation has to be

;aroused as well as help offered. For such students grants are of

major immediate importance.

S. This means that special provision must be made to recrui

admit, and itain students from disadvantaged backgrounds. This wi

require additional support to institutions and to state agencies to

comr;ensate for the higher costs of these special services and these

additional costs must be included in planning for student aid%
a

Required also are institutional, state, and national programs designed

to seek out and encourage the disadvantaged to avail themselves of.
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increased educational opportuniti s. It sh uld be recognized that

legal opportunity_in the sense of non-exclusion is frequently not

enough to insure real opportunity. For the very poor, the disadvantaged,

the socially deprived, whatever the reasons, legal opportunity needs

to be reinforced or translated in terms of facilitation of access,

that is, making the opportunity,both visible and attractive. This

involves helping to overcome poverty, negative social expectations,

inadequate elementary and secondary educational preparation, in some

.cases geographical remoteness, and in still other cases parental and

social indifference.

Such students need to be made aware that they can be admitted to

post-secondary education and can su eed. Such access involves close

interrelations among the four functions of recruiting admitting,

financing, and retaining all are required to provide real

opportunity. If the student is to have a reasenable,possibility of

achievement commensurate with his abilities and not simply pass

through and-out the doors of post7secondary educational instituti ns,

supplemental guidance, remedial work, and opportunity for social

adjustment must also be provided The costs of these must be-

figured into real costs of stUdent aid and the funds provided'as

part of the total effort. Further, the appropriating or granting

agencies should require plans for such programs from institutions or

syst ms and periodic evaluations of their effectiveness in hu an

re ources saved for society.
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On both state and federal levels the real Cost of educat ng poor,

disadvantaged, and deprived students must be identified and funded.

The'failure -adequately to recognize these costs will further delay

-
the translation of,legal opportunities into real vportunities.

One further word needs to be added. The recognition of the need

for provision Of remedial work, supplemental guidance, and opportunity

for social adjustment. currently and dn the foreseeable future for

disadvantaged Students in post-secondary institutions, as critically

important as it is now, should not, however, be taken as a long-range

goal. The primary responsibility and the.long-range goal,is to

equalize and imp ove elementary and secondary education for all

children in the nation so that remedial help is no longer necessary

except in cases involving major changes in vocational articulation

and cooperation between post-secondary educational inStitutions and

elementary and secondary schools to -theet the total national challenge

,as well as for more effective and equalized,support of elementary

and secondary schools.

6. A comprehensive federal-state-institutional partnership

program also calls for the development of a national'system to assess

periodically progress in achieving tilt__ goal of equal educational

opportunity. Far t o frequently prograiris have been developed, funds

appropriated and expended with little or no evaluation of t e

effectiveness or of their relative effectiveness in relation to

alternative programs. Both from the standpoint of developing the.

A

optimum means of meeting the need as well as assuring the most

effeciive utilization of the funds that are now exp nded and thosc

which will be need d in the future, more ca eful evaluation and
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fuller accountability for ste ardship is essential. The Task Force

recommends that a study of-effective and continuing means of

evaluation of programs be undertaken immediately.

The Responsibility o he States.

It has been evident throughout this report that the prime responsibility

to provide post-secondary educational opportunity to students

historically, constitutionally, and in present practice rests with'the

states. It is the'conviction of the members of the Task Forc4 that

this is where it should continue to lie.

If the states are to fulfill their functions in the light of this'

resPonsibility then a series of recommendations as to how this can

effectively)be done follows:

1. Each state should develop a comprehensive student assistance

program wh ch includes provision fbr both gyants and self-help in the
I

form,of lo ns and work opportunities. This program should be avail-

able for tudents par uing any public or non-public post-secondLT
z

program i eluding vocational schools, technical institutes,

community, and junior colleges, and graduate and professional

institutions epseluding only programs the funding of which would

raise state and federal constitutional issues. As already noted, so e

states have made consid rabic progress in this direction but even

among these states the progress is uneven. Too frequently the

programs h ve been limited,in terms of the types'of institution at

which they cap be used Far too niany states still have-no progr

And y t it.is not only the impoverished.citizens of these'states who

are,negatively affected, to whom educational opportunity is in fact
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denied, and who are crippled by this lack of opportunity; Trom the

standpoint of the economic and cultural hdal h of the state.in the

long run no wiser investment of public funds can be made than in the

state's young people. While education is not a panacea that will

cure all social ills, it does seem clear that there can be no long-

range solution to poverty, to problems of the ghetto, to welfare, or

to problems of the environment apart from effective education and

educational opportunity.

Ihe states-should develop a partnership with institutions in'

administration of the program. .States should have as their goal, the

removal of finncial barriers to the educational opportunities for,

which students are qualified. This includes equalization of

opportunity in relation to institutions and in particular to the

institutions most qualified to meet the needs- of the individual

students, including institutions primarily concerned with octupational

education. Institutions hav'e-the reiponSibility, with the assistance

f state, federal, and institutional funds, of assuring equity in

distribution of financial suppvt among their students. Thus there

shodld be a state financial aid structure to complemenfinstitutional

student aid structures and to assure equity in relation to institutions.

The comprehensive program should have sUfficient flexibility, however,

to enable student financial aid officer t unique student
-

The.state should develop with institutions and the federal.

,
government an effective work-study_program. States and in titutions

should be,ntouraged to expand part-time'work or w rk-study program

opportunities so-that, vtheneverpossible students may choose rbelevant
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work rather than loanS as central to the student's self-help portion

_of the student aid program. Requirements for stud nt self-help

should not be so -large that they jeopardize either the educatio

the financial future of the student. While loans have an important

place in the totai,financial picture, particularly at the level of

providing the option to attend more costly intitutions, they have

lifilited.utility for very low-income students, women, and others

whose future earnings are uncertain and likelY to be variable. In

addition, self-help through work on a limit d basis, if properly

planned, can h--

helping students

in areas related

e important educational as' well as monetajy value in

in career choices and can provide valuable experiences

to future careers.

The Task Force feels that loans are an integral part of comprehensive

-

student aid program. Further, it believes that creation of a secondary

loan market and other steps Sheuldibe taken ,,te encourage great4r

private financial involvement in the student loan program. However,

the Task Fo c- is concerned about.what the long-range effect's of too

heavy a dependence-iupon loans may, do to students and tneir parents

and to society in general. It is aware of cOncerns expressed by others

and the dangers inherent-In saddling either parents or students with
/

ir wn-feinancial futures. (261debts which will undrmine th

Accordingly, the Ta k Force ould warn against any move to make loans

ame timeprincipal bas&s" for financi g postTsecondary education. At the

the Task Force as_aware that much the speculation, pro and con, in

relation-to the 'f?ect of loan pro rams is based on less than clear

\

the

(26)
See particularly, George H. Hanford and James E. Nelson, "Federal

Student Loan Plans: The Dangers are Real", in College Board Review;
Spring 1970, Pages 16 - 21.
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infor ation. Accordingly, the Task Force recommends that a national

study be undertaken to assess the possible impact unpon individuals

(students and parents) and soci ty of proposed major exp nsion of \_

student loan programs.

4. In the meantime, recognizing that loans are'an integral part

of comprehensive student financial assistance programs, the Task

Force recommends that the states should develop in combination wi h

institutions 'and the federal government ejective loan programs

including accepting responsibility of providing requisite services
. ,

and administrative functions in relation to federal loan programs

operating through the states. The experience to date with guaranteed

loan-programs Operated through state agencies has been highly

encouraging. It is regrettable that some states have not developed

the mechanisms to cooperate with.the federal government by handling

the guaranteed loan programs on the state-level.

S. Since the states'do have rcsponsibility for removing

financial barriers-to higher educational opportunity to their citizens,

but alSo have the responsibility for providing the variety oftypes

of educational opportunity, to meet the interes s and needs of their

citizens and their own manpower needs, the states should'provide

effective statewide .planning and coordination not only for student

financial aid programs' but to help insure the existence of_a variety

of post-secondary educational opportunity from short-term occupational

education to professional and graduate education in the various types

of institutions to meet the variety- of needs and abilities of Students

and the manpower needs of society. ,Effective statewide planning will

also require that attention be-paid to regional-and national planning

and cooperation as well;



-80-

With the major enrollment increases in the future coming from the

lower half of the population economically and in terms of ability

(judged by traditional criteria), it becomes progressively more

imp ant to recognize that post-secondary education is not confined

to liberal-arts four-year institutions, as important'as these are.

Post-secondary education includes a spectrum of institutions and

func-tions from graduato and professional education, through four-year

liberal-arts and technical institutions to community colleges and

vocational-ocCupational post-secondary institutes and schools. W

need to provide Widespread alternatives to the traditional college

in the form of occupational education which will be as attractive

to students and parents as the four-year colleges. We also need to

provide more options in connection with the time of ent y to post-

secondary education so that it can occur even after years of inter-

. vening experience. No one institution can or should attempt to be

all things to all people. It critically important, if stu ept

aid is to provide opportunity commensurate with ability and societal

needs, that weplan in terms of open ac ess not necessarily to

individual institutions but to systems of post-secondary education

both public and private. The need for common pl4nning, for effective

partnership, for institutional,- tate, and federal cooperation, and

for statewide and regional eoordinati6n of efforts must become a major
--

priority if the national-goal of providing equal opportunity is to

be achi v d.

6. The state should provide effective eifaluation of resource
_-

use as related to results to measure progress in achieving equality

of educational opportunity and to assure optimum use of scarce

resairces. It is highly questionable whether present resources are

94
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being used as effectively.-as they might be in reaching the goals of

higher educational opportunity. We have already noted inequalities

among institu ions and the utilization of aid funds as rewards for

athletic and academic accomplishment. If the increased funds that

w 11 be necessary in the future a e to be kept within reasonable

limits it becomes particularly important that present practices

and procedures in the utilization of funds be carefully scrutinized.

7. States should focus continuing and future efforts on,aid

commensurate with need rather than the further extension of general

non-need .based subsidies for all students. This is not to say or

to argue that the present method of funding of public higher education

should be radically altered nor is it to suggestt that general support

of higher education by the state should be abandoned. It is

essential that states continue to support the general public higher

educational structures in terms not only of the_e-onomic and social

benefits accruing from an educated citizenry but also in term_ of the

specific advantages higher educational institutions bring to the states

and communities in terms of research, community service, and cultural

opportunities to the public at large. It- is, however, to recognize

that the general financing of higher education needs careful study

and reevaluation and that, in relation to student aid- in particular,

if the barriers are in fact t- be _emoved future emphasis needs to be

on whatever is required to remove the barriers.

The Res onsibilities of the F deral Government.

While the federal governtnt has been and should remain the junior

partner to the- states in student aid and support of higher education_
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will, of necessity, have to play a- increasingly important role if

national objectives are to be met. In fulfilling this increasingly

important role there are some rather clear obligations of the federal

governmunt that have not alwaYs been effectively re ognized. These

obligations include the following:

1. One of the maj r functions which the federal government

could and should play is to help in equalizing opportunity among the

states and, in cooperation with the states, in closing the remaining

aid gap. As the evidence so clearly indicates the states' abilities

to support student aid programs vary widely. These differ nces

are largely a result of differentials of family income, and differ-

entials in state ability to support a -tudent assistance prograM.

The federal government has an obligation-to help equalize the. funds

available at the state level to assist needy students. Whe e the

lack of a state program results not from inability but from failure

to recognize the obligation of the state, the federal government

does have an obligation to encourage the state t_ develop an appropriate

program of its own. _Accordingly, at least one approach to the federal

role, and the one currently most in accord with the public interest,

is that of assuring student aid through grants on a national minimum

basis among the states and of encouraging the stat-s, through

matching funds to develop their own effective programs. The fedei-al

governdent can reinforce the states in insisting that grants be based

on need as the prirde criterion. Such a program should be devised not

to penalize those states currently making major efforts, since under

no circumstances should the current level of federal support to studen s

in any state be reduced. Rather, the program should be devised t



recognize that in future and additional fupding, equalization of

opportunity regardless of geographic area must play a progressively

more important part.

2. The federal government in addition, should help provide

a national framework fer self-help through loans and work-study to help

meet differential costs of the various educational opportunities for

lower- and middle-income families, for example, the Natio al Defense

Loans, warehousing of loans, interest subsidies,and guaranteed loans.

Such a national framework is essential to provide insurance and

credit on a national basis to offset differences among the states in

resources and credit standing across the nation. The nepd for a

flexible national loan struptu e is particularly important for iddle-

income families with more than one child in college who, in spite of

gross incomes, find themselves faced with the kinds of financial

obligations they can not meet without an opportunity to borrow. For

this reason the committee recommends against setting arbit a y uppei-

ince e level figures for eligibility for loans. -It believes that(the

same principles of need assess ent should apply to all levels of

income in light of the unique situations that face particular families.
6

For the middle-income student, in particular, loans -may make the

diffe--ne- between going to the institution of his choice and go ng

to the institution the family can immediately afford.

3. The federal government should allocate furidsfor student aid

equalization to state agencies :epresentativer_of the total post-

se ondary educational comMunity (or to existing agencies so augmented-

for this purpese) in order to assure an equitable-distribution of these-

funds to the students enrolled in the entire spectrum of post-secondary
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educational institutions. In the past, the federal funds allocated

for student aid have gone directly to institutions. While the Task

Force ecognizes'the critical role the individual institutions must

play, it also recognizes that ihe problems of student aid are larger

than the single institution. From this standpoint.the need for an

institutional-state-federal partnership rather than a federal-

institutional partnership becomes particularly acute. Since the

major responsibility for long-range planning and for the development of

an effective,,realistic, Multiple institutional post-secondary educa-

tional systpq public and privatg increa ingly rests with the states it becomes

of prime importance that the distribution of funds take statewide

planning, cooperati n, and coordination into account. State agencies

can be concerned about needy students, including those youth who

never get beyond high sch ol, while it is hard for in titutions to

be concerned about students until they appfy for ad ission. By the

nature of the case, the individual institution finds it extraordinarily

difficult to,do anything about the students who do not get to college.

This, again, is not to negate the role or the importance of the

individual institution but to recognize that no single institution

can be all things to all people. The basic need is for equality and

for balance. In meeting this need the. -tate agency can and shou

perform the critically important,Statew de function.

UnfinishedABusiness.H.

1. While this report has not excluded graduate education,

has inteonally'concentrated on theAD-obleM of student aid at the

post-secondary, Undergraduate'level., The problems of student

assistance in, and responsibility for,graduate and professional
,
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education deserve special consideration in their own right and must

not be overlooked in concentrating on the pre-baccalaureate levels.

It is at least conceivable that as a national resource graduate

,education is even more directly a national than a state responsibility.

However, in terms of urgency related to changing social conditions

and individual needs the problems of student aid on,the undergraduate

post-secondary level assume an impor ante that commands major attention

in its own right. The Task Force does, however; recognize the

uniqueness and urgency of the problems of graduate education as well.

Accordingly, the Task Force strongly r commends that the Education

CoMmission of the States institute a Task Force on Financing oP Graduate

Education as quicklk-as possIble =Among the functions of suth a task

force should be the,consideration of the responsibilities of_the

federal govern e t, of the states, and of the individual institutions

in relation-to graduate education. ,It is suggested that these may

be different than the functions on the undergraduate level. It urges

such task force to take a particular look at the problems af

finan ing graduate education both in terms of institutional support

and in termS of student as istance.

Pending.completion:of a study by such a task forte this Task Force
,

believes that the gthieral principles developed in relation -t under-

graduate student,aid are generally applitable to the graduate level.

2. The Task Force recognizes that the general problems of

financing higher education, public and private, will not-be solved

by implementation of thern recommendations of tnis report nor can they

be solved,through ans ers totle problems of-student aid alone. The
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Task Force feels that a cooperative effort of the Education Commission

of the States and other national organizations concerned with the

future of higher education should be undertaken to explore in some

detail the alternative methods of financing and pricing educati nal

outputs. Such a study should include the range 'of current suggestions

in regard to financing higher education and such additional

-suggestions as may be forthcoming and explore these in terms

appropriate model building and testing of implications. The study

should keep in mind the probable changing character of higher

education itse f.
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APPENDIX A.

GLOSSARY OF FINANCIAL AID TERMS

,Equal educational opportunity'-
Opportunity for all American youth to pursue some type of educational
program beyong the high school level restricted only by the
individual's talents, interests,and motivation.

Hi her education
Education beyond high school level including terminal occupational
programs as well as formal degree-granting programs.

Grant or grant-in-aid -
Financial assistance which carries no obligation of repayment. The-

grant may be based on personal characteristics of the student (e.g.
low family inceme, veteran'S status) or associated with some aspect
ofthe student's status in school (e.g. enrollment in a specified
course of study, participation in the band or athletics

Scholarship
Type of grant, usually related to the student's acadeMic,
achievement and/or his need for financial aid to meet his
educational expenses.

Work-Study -
Program of part-tiMe employMent planned and supported by the school
so as to znable a student to earn a pOrtion ef the funds needed to
meet his educational expenses. Work-study differs, from-other-part-
time Student employment in thatAhe educational institution formally
supervises and supports the former while the student may engage in
the latter with no involvement on the part of the educational
institution.

Loan -
Provision of funds for educational expenses with the requirement,
of future repaymeneunder specified conditions.

Packaging of aid -
Practice of combining various types of financial assistance (such

,as grants, work-study, loans) to maximize effectiveness of limited
funds while retaining appropriate consideration for _needs of
individual student.

Student Aid.-
F

_

1

inancial assistance.in form of scholarships, grants,,loans,or
part-time jobs provided directly-te.students for the benefit:of
the students. ,-

,

InstitUtional aid -

Financial assistance preirided to an ins itution for its general
support.
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Glossar of Financial Aid Terms - Continued

Financia need -
Difference between a student's own financial resources (his own
and his family's) and the educational costs incurred by the
student.

Tuition -
Charges levied by educa ional institution at a condition:for a
student's enrollment in a program of studies.

Educational ex enses 7
Total costs incurred by dz student by virtue of his enrollment in
a program of studiesz Included are tuition, special fees, room
and board charges, cogt of books and .educational supplies as well
_as transportation and other necessary personal expenses.
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APPENDI% B

STUDENTS AND TINANCIAL AID FOR A UNIVERSAL ACCESS MODEI OF
HIGHER EDUCATION

John K.'Fdiger

Who Will the New Students Be?
-

At present (1968) about 78 per cent of each age group completes high

school. About half of thegraduates (48 per cent) go dn to college

4immediatelTand another,fen ppr cent will attendeve:atually, after

varying periods f delay. In 1968 this meant that about'45 per cent

(.78)- X (.58) of the age group will eventually begin college and about

half of the entrants Will eventually earn a baèhelor's degree. Total

Qnegraduate enroll ent in 1968 was. about 6.1 milli n; about 45 p

cent of'the 18 - 21 year eldslopulatien.

By 1980 the Carnegie Commission prdjectio_s ihdicate that about 85 per

cent of the age group will complete high achool and about t o-thirds-

of them (66 per ce 0 will enter conege eventually.
-

that about 56 per centof the age gioupin 1980 will attend college

This will mean

at sometime and total undergraduate enrollMent will be:10 - 10.7

million; about 58-63 ber cent of.th 18 - 21 Year old population.

A preliminary estimate of college entry rates by ability a d family

income Status will give Sode indication of the characteris.bcs of-the

tin 11, udents who will have to be accommodated in the system.



TABLE I

Percentage of the Age Group Who Enter College

1968 1980
Academic Family Income Family Incom
Aptitude High _Low Total

Top Half
Bottom Half
.Total

. 82 .56, .69

. 32 ;14 .23
.35 .46

Low Total

. 87 :67 .77
,44 _.26 .35
. 67 .46 .56

While.these-estimates are relatively crude estimates,- which have a

substancial error of esti ate '(;03/te .05), they show that most of the

in- ea-es in enrollment will occur among students who are in the lower

half in aptitude (60-per cent -f the "new" students will come from

this g- up) or are in the lower half in family income (60 per cent of

increase are also in this group). Only about 12. 13 Per cent of the

"new" students will come from-the group that is in the toprhalf in

both aptitude and family income. If this enrollment me-del is to be

realized by 1986 it is quite clear that the "open admissions"-

institutions, and the low-cost institutions will accommodate most of

new students. If a change in tuition policy- toward highei tuition

is recommended, the low family _income students will need substantial

.additional scholarship, loan, and work opportunities.

Projections of these ds beyond 1980 indicate that somewhere

between 60 and 70 per cent of the=age group will attend college for at

least,some period of time. College attendance will be as common as

high school attendance waS in 1950. Furthermore,- the numerical growth

f enrollment is likely to stop_and 'there will be sorne _actual enroll-

ment.declineS between 1980 and 1990. The 18-- 21 year old group is

projeted to decrease from 17.1 to 14.6 million between 1980 and 1990,

ace-iding to low census projections, which a5SUflle slightly higher

1. 4



level of fertility than has been experienced in the last two years.

This means that whatever changes in the system are made should be

made by 1980 since it is much harder to change things when

lmei is declining.

.addition, the per cent of college students who are 'outside the normal

-undergraduate age range of 18 21 Will increase rapidly in the 1970's
a

alid 1980's C nsus p ojections indicate that the /per Cent of stude

over 21 will increase by ten percentage points between 1966,-Nand 1985.

This is likely to be an underestimate since the Census surveys miss

soe part-time students who work full-time.

Table I A
Percent of Students

Over 21 1966 to 1985

Year Percent

1966 36
1975-- 40
1985 46

A more precise estimate can be made/ for the need for scholarship

asssistance by adopting a table frOm Humphrey Doerman's Crosscurrents

Colle e Admissions. Doerman has estimated the cur ent distribution

of high schoch graduates by family income and academic aptitude,, using
/

/

the data from_Project Talent which was collected in the early 1960's.
,

Although crUde and subject to 'some error, this gives a useful ,estimate

of currenteollege going p :centages and-can be translated into

ates of Scholarship funds needed, based on various assumptions.

Table 2 percent otf high school graduates who enter college

by aptituçie and family inc

/2
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Table 2

Estima ed
By Family

Family Income

Percent
Income

of High
and

Low

School Graduates Entering College
Academic Aptitude, 1969-70

Academic Aptitude
TotalMedium High

Below $4,600 Total 17% 23% 5496_ 23%
Men 22 30 64
Women 12 16 43 17

$4,600-7,499 Total .20 34 76 35
en 26 45, 86

4omen 15 67 26

$7,500-10,699 Total 25 41 82 45
Men 33 . 54 93- 55
Women 18 29 72 35

$10,700 + Total 56 79 95 79
Men 60 84 98 83
Women 52 73 92 75

Total Total 31 52 87 54
Men 37 61 93 61.

Women 27 4,3 81 47

Source: Adapted froM Humphrey porcman, Crosscurrents in College
Admission. Relationships between male and female enrollment rates ,
at each income and aptitude level estimated from Folger, Astin,
andybr, Human Resources and Hi her Education. College going
percent (54) reflects both high school graduates who go directly
to college out of high school, plus some students who.defer entry
to college for a year or more. College Board equivalent scores
are: Low Aptitude - 200 - 299

Medium Aptitude - 300 - 499
High Aptitude - 450 +

These cutting points divide the high school graduates approximately
into thirds.. Those in the high groups could be expected to succeed
in a regular college program.

The college going percentages are much higher among youth from families

with annual incomes aboVe $10,000 at all academic aptitude level

There are a fairly large percentage of students attending college from

the lowest_aptitude level -- they will_probably have a ,considerable

amou t of difficulty-wItn conventional-college programs-;--Whith dfiderlines

the need for alternate post-s-conda_y programs.

tio



If our goal is to make college as accessible for the student from a

family with income below $ ,000 a year as for tht youth from a family

with income of $15,000 a year, it is clear that we have a 1 ng way to

go. Enrollment rat s in the highest income group in the low and middle

aptitude groups are more than three times the enrollment rates of the

lowest income group, and in the high aptitude group, high income
=

enrollment rates are almost double the enrollment rates in the lowest

inc_ e group.

If enrollment rates in each aptitude group'were raised to the level of

the highest income group, the number of college entrants in 1969 would

have been increased from about 1.5 million a year to -b ut 2.2 million

a year. This would represent an increase from about 54 per cent of

high sclool graduates entering college to about .76 percent.

Lower enrollment rates of low-income youth are not all caused by lack

f funds. Motivation is also lacking in many cases. If youth come

from a family background where no one has gone to college, go to a

high school where very few youth go on to college, and run around

with friends who do not plan to go to college, they are not likely to

develop college plans. This is particularly true of girls from 1ow

income families whose college enrollment rates are about half the rates

for boys in the same income and aptitude groups. Girls.t college

attendance rates are almost as high as the boys rates in the high-

income group. If a low-income family is going to encourage any of their

children to go to college perference is given to the boys, who need

the education to get a good job.
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It would be unrealistic to think that additional sch larship funds

would immediately raise enrollment rates to the level of the highest

income group. But if financial aid for stude-t_- were more adequate,

enrollment rates would be able-to rise to the level of aspiration

students

These figures also raise a more-difficult question -- who should go to

college? it seems clear that w- should provide financial assistance

for all the high-aptitude students and should encourage as many of

them a- possible to enter college.

The lcr. aptitude students will have difficulty in succeeding in a

regular college program and probably ought to consider SC:MC alter-

native type of post-secondary education. In spite of this, over half

of the lowaptitude (bottom third of high school class) students who

came from families who had incomes over $10,600 a year enrolled in

college and nearly a third of the total low-aptitude group entered

college. Studies of_the college pr gress of the low-aptitude

students in the early 1960's indicated that nearly a third of them

actually completed a college degree within five yea s after entry.

(Folger, Astin, and Bayer, Human Resources a.adjiligher_ Education,

p,.174). These statistics show that som6 low-aptitude students will

succeed in some colleges. If the low-aptitude stUdents with money

are able to go to college, should the low-aptitude student from a poor

background be denied an equal chance?
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If we had better measures of potential for success we could have more

confidence in screening out people from college and suggoting that

they get some other form of education or go to work. While our

measures are pretty good in predicting how well people will do in an

academic program, we have not been able to derrionstrate much connection

between academic performance and later success on the j b. Given the

inadequacies of Our selection techniques and our commitment to equal

opportunity, the best course seems to be to (1) provide widespread

alternatives to College in the form of occupational training which will

be as attractive and as inexpensive as college, (2) provide more

options about the time of entry to college so that it can occur after

several years wo-k experience, and so that working adults will find

it rela ively easy to go back to college for additional education

during thei_ working life. As the figures in Table lA suggest, this-

trend toward more adults coming to college is likely to continue for

- the foreseeable future.

How Much Financial Aid is Needed?

Before we can answer this question, we must differentiate between

grants-in-aid, which- are scholarships based on need, and self-help

assistance, which includes work and loans. At the present tithe work

and loans constitute a much larger share of the,total available aid

than scholarships do, and this trend seems likely to co-tinue into

the future. The plans of the current Administration involve a com-

bination of small scholarship,- some work assistance, and a large supply

of loan money -ade available to everyone



The amount of scholarship aid that is necessary to equalize opportunity

is difficult_ to define precisely, but it probably should be a larger

fraction of the total than anticipated by the.proposed federal prog ams,

which would requir_ low income youth to do a 1-- of work andio

accumulate a sizable debt. The amount _f aid required will also depend

on the costs Of college attendance, which will vary depending on

whether the institution is public or private and whether the studen

are commuting or residential. Approximate average out-of-pocket

expense requirements in these four situations are shown below. Actual

expenditures vary widely about these averages in different institutions

and for different students. 'In addi ion to these direct costs, all

Pub_ic P ivate

Living Costs 600 600
jommuting Tuition 300 1000

Total 900 1600

Living Costs 1200 1200.
Residential Tuition _500 1400

Total 1700 2600

students, regardless of situation, have foregone income of about $4000

a year, which they would have earned if they had gone to work instead

of to school. Summer earnings and other ,part7time wo k should be

subtracted from this total foregone earnings. The other indirect

sub idy is the public contribution to the education of students.irithe

public institutions. This probably averages about $1000 a year for

undergraduates,and is two er more ti-es as large for graduate and

professional students. The size of scholar hip program needed will

depend on wher- the students enroll and whe her or liot they are

residential or- commuting.
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For students who are residential in a public institution, the following

,table indicates one way -f equalizing ability to pay:

Family Income

Under $4,600
$4,600 $7,499
$7,500 - $10,599
$10,600 - up

Direct
Aid

$1,000
700
200

Table 4

Loans and Work
Self Hel

$ 700
800
800
600

ents

$

200
700
100

For students,who are commuters in a public institution:

Fami y Income-

Under $4,600
$4,600 $7,499
$7,500 - $104599
$10,600 up

For students in a priva

Family Income

Under $4,600
$4,600 $7,499
$7,500 $10,599
$10,600 up

Direct
Aid

200

Lo ns and Work
Self Hel

$-700
700-
200

residential institu

Direct
Aid

$1,900
1,400

800

Loans and Work
Self Hel

$ 700
1,000
1,100
1,200

Pa nts

$

200
700
900

Parents

$

200
700

1,400

Total Required
Expenses

$1,700
1,700
1,700
1,700

Total Required
Ex enses

$ 900
900
900
900

Total Required
Expenses

$2,600
2,660
2,600
2,600

In the tables above, the parents' contribution to the support is based

on CSS tables, revised. Wo k self-help is assumed to averag- $300 in

Summer earnings and $500..during the school year, which would require

the organization of a v-uch larger- work-study program than currently

exists. Loans could b the alternative for students who could not or

did 'not want to work. Most students could not'earli more than $800 a

-year and still carry a full-time student load, so any self-help

timates above $800 are assumed to be loans.



The public cost of enrolling and educating 100,000 students in each of

the three models above, plus the p-riv comm-ting student model is

estimated below, assuming approximately 20,000 students in each of the

three lower income groups, and 40 000'in the highest income group.

It is assumed that administrative costs-of loans and work-study organi=.

zation are five per'cent of the total elf-help programi but that other

costs areCovered in theAprivaie _ector.

Public cost of 100,000 students in:, figures in millions)

1. , Publicresidential college

Appropriatien for coSt of-education
Direct. Aid
Work and Loan Administration

Total

Commuting college

Appropriation for cost of education
Direct Aid
Work and Loan Admi istration

Total

3. Private residential college

100.0
4.0
2.0

106.0

Direct Aid 84.0
Work and Loan Admini tration 5.0

Total 89.0

4. Private commuting students

Direct Aid
Work and Loan Administration

Total

34.0
3.5

37.5

This shows that the largest public expenditure is required ta equalize

appropriations in public residential colleges. While tiese models are

approxi a ions that are subject to a substantial margin of error, this

_conclUsion about the costliest program would not be changed unless these

were 'major changes in the .assumption about the ratio of s lf-help to



direct aid, or the ratio of costs for commuting students to costs for
,

residential students.

For the,approximately 6.1 million students enrolled in 1968, this

pattern of direct student aid would have cost about $2.5 billion, if

we -ould assume that the,college student- were drawn fr m the different

income classes proportional to the number of families in each income

group in the populatlon.\ Since the low-income youth are much under-
,

represent d among colleg-\,students, the a'ctual coSt of a direct aid

progr__ of this size would have been cloSe t_ $1.0 to $1.2 billion for

the students who were actual'ly enrolled.

this model the student and 'his parents would pay the majority of

direct college costs, exclusive\of the state appropriation for the
-

educational program in public institutions, which if it is considered
=

a financial subsidy for the students would make the state's contri-

bution 1 rger in the public institutions. However, if the studentTs

income.loss (foregone income ) is figured into the calculations, the

student would_pay about three fourths of the total cost.ef his college

education'.

College enrollment-of-undergradua es I expected tO expand from about

6.1 million in 1968 to 10 - 10.7 million in 1980. We can estimate

that the approximately four million addional students will be
,

distributed as follows:'

Communitycollege commuters)
Other, public c011ege commuters
Residential public colleges
Private college, residential\and

commuting

2.0 million
.5 million

1.0 million
.5 million
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The financial aid requirements t today's costs would be affected

by the distribution of students by institutional typ

income -tudents are commuters, then the financial aid

(other than self-help and the public approPriation fo

would be less relative. The overall costs to th

If most low-

requirements'

inst .-tion)

taxpayers would be

less if a program of financial aid to students would actually alilow

the primate colleges to expand by half a million students in the next

decade. The income distribution of the new tudents wifl be ubstantially

lower than the income distribution of the currently .enrolled students

would qualify fo(about 42 per cent of currently oiled students

aid according to our estimates) while 70 - 75 per cent of the,-new

students,woLad qualify for some aid. Total ,aid fo

would

the new Students

be about $1.6 billion if they were distributed institution'.

in the way CUT nt students are enrolled. But if w-

above about -enrollment of 87.5 per

use th0 assumptioils

cent in community, tolIegeS and other

public institutions, With t-- third$ of the new students being. commuters.

the direet aid requirements are -educed 'to the.

billio7 range.

The $.8 -41.0 billion when added the

-billion to $1.0

current requirement of $1,0'te.

$1.2 billion would,make a total requirement- of about--$2.0 "to $2.4

,billion in direct aid. In addition, there would have to be a massive

expansion of self-help provisions, pluS u tremendoUs

appropriations since nearly all of the future growth

Ocell in public institutions.

increase
1

is expected to



Since the public support of instruction is a subsidy to students

regardless of family in- me, some economists and public officials

propose an increase in tuition in Public institutiens to be counter-

'balanced for low-income students by,-n increase in,scholarship-

For the rew students there would not be much shift of costs from the

publit to the private seciors, since nearly three fourths'of'the new-
,.

students tbat we are trying to attract would qualify for assistance,

and.as tuition rises their need for subsidy.would rise p oportionately.

For stUdents currently enrolled, the net shift of'the'Costs of college

from 'the public t- the private sector would be larger, since.only

about 40 per cent11 of them would qualify for direct aid.

Summary and R commendations

Te remove th- barriers to Cbllege en oliment that exist because of

inadequate finances, there should be a program of financial aid of-

sufficient magnitude so that with a Combination of self-help and

direct grants eve_Y student should have an opportunity twattend

college. This goal has been stated by most recent niat..r study

groups, the president of the university, and is at least in -part

embodied in current federal assistance proposals.

To define the amount of funds-needed, the amount that the family could

contribute as det mined from current college scholarship. _ rvice

standards. The amount of self-help was deter ined by the approximate

averageamount of part-time work, plus summer

feasible for the full-time student. Fe

earning ,that are
1

alculation,purposes this was

assumed to be about $800 a year. Forithe student wb8 could nOt work,

this could be made-up with loans. The; e ainder Would'be covered by

direct.grants based solely on need.



the d5rect costs of college attendance vary by type of college

and by whether the student is a commuter or resid nt, the future growth

of the public and private sector and ihe proportion of commuting

students and the way the students from a different family inco e back-

ground diStributethemselvet by institutional type will have a great

deal to do with tOtal aid , equirements as defined above.

We have estimated that these requirements are currently betveen $1,0

and $1.2 billion a year and that the . growth of enrollment, which will

be concentrated in th'e low-cost commuter institutions in the next

decade, will j_ncrea e direct student aid requirements by about $.8 to

$1.0 billion a year, to a total of about $2.0 billion in 1980.
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APPENDIX C

\

REPORT OF:STUDENT AID PROGRAMS

John K. Folger

In 1967, a total of $36,843,76.9 for s udent financial aid was a d-d

by Tennessee's institutions. Of this total $20,431,888 in aid was

awarde..: by Tennessee's public institutions while $16,411,881 in aid

was awarded by pri- ate instLtutions. Over 40,000 students were

assisted ith part or all of their college expenses; 41.3 per cent of

the undergraduate students and 61.1\per cent of the graduate students

i__ public institutions received aid while 46.2 per cent of the under-

graduate students and 50.5 per cent of the graduate students in private

institutions received aid.,

The above information was obtained fro_ a survey of student financial

aid progrIs in Tennessee Colleges which was condu- -d by Mr. Roy Nicks

of Memphis State Uni ersity under the spensorship of the Tennessee

Higher Edu ation Commission. Fifty instItutions responded to the

\

survey form, which included questicins about the amount and sources of

student ai.d and about the number of students assisted. From this survey,

the following comparisons of student aid bet een public and private

colleges and esti ates of need for additional student aid were made.

A broad defini i-n o_ student aid was emplOyed to include Loan Programs,

Scholarship Prog ams, and Work Programs. In public institutions 37.7

per cent of student financial aid came froM Work Programs, 29.9 per

.cent from Scholarship Programs, and 26.6 per cent from Loan Yrograms

while in private in titutions 35.9 per centl of studdnt financial aid
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came from Scholarship Programs; 31.2 per cent from Work and

28.1 per cent from Loan Programs. Scholarship funds come from federal

sources including the Educational Opportunity Grant and Veteran's

Frog (G. I. Bill), private gifts and donaticns, and institutional

funds used for academic scholarships. Some academic scholarships a e

also the r- ult of private gifts. In 1967 from fdnds provided

directly by the collegL private institutions provided their under-

graduate.students with over seven times as much academic scholarship

assistance ($1,944,918) as public institutions $265,688). Public

institution provided their undergraduates with over four times as

much aid for athletic scholarships ($1,238, 67) as for academic

schola-s ips; conversely, private institutions provided nearly three

times as much academic scholarship aid as athletic Schola 7hip aid

($656,065)

Public institutions awarde in financial aid per,full-time-

student enrolled and $781 per student receiving aid; in contrast,
_

private colleges awarded-$514 inlinancial aid per full-time student

enrolled and'$1,112 per student re eiving aid. Private schools

offered considerably more aid per student than did public institutions

The cost of attending p iv_te institu i-ns, however, is much Tigher

than in public institutions; the average yearly tuition for Tennessee

private institutions in 1967 was $1 012 while the average yea ly basic

fees for public institutions were $270. When this difference in cost

is considered, the a erage level of student support in private

institutions cov red a s a ler portion of total costs than in public

institutions.



Table I categorizes the distribution of financial -id by source for

public and private institutions. Although more financial support was

obtained from federally assisted programs than from other funds

managed by the institution or from funds managed outside of the

institution, increased amounts of support in Federal programs such as

training grants and fellow-hips, the.Health Professions Educat onal

Assistance Program, TherNational Defense Student a-_n Programiand

Nursing Student Loan Programs are needed. (See next section)

Th- largest amounts of funds available in federally assisted programs

were in the form of loans (National Defense Student Loan Program and

Guaranteed Loan Program) and scholarships (G. I. Bill and Veteran's

Program and Educatio-al Opportunity Grants) whereas the largest

amounts of funds available from institutionally managed funds were in

the form of work programs.

Table II shows per student participation in federally assisted programs

on national and state levels. T e actual state average per student

participation is above the national average except in'the Work-Study

Program. BecaUse Tennesseans have lower average incomes, a higher :

level of support isjneeded _ithiri the state.' If the difference in

national and state per household income ave age_. is taken into consid-

eration, Tennesseans a e above the level of support th ir income level

would entitle them.to only in the two loans programs.
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TABLE II .

A COMPARISON OF NATIONWIDE AND'TENNESSEE PARTICIPATION IN SELECTED FEDERAL
STUDENT FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS, PER STUDENT, 1967

'ROGRAM

National
Average

Per Student

State
Average
Per Student

State
Support
Needed*

4ationai'Defense Student- Loan $ 553 668 -656

:ollege Work-Study 700 576 831

3ducational Opportunity 6rant 497 520 590

7ennessee Educational Loan Corporation 923 1,102 1,096

'Level-of support needed takes into, account differences in national. ($9,012),
ind state ($7,325 ) avex,tge per household incomes as reported in. Sales LID2,!Rilip_

ne 10, 1966).

1 1



as. 'stance is needed?H w much sdent nan 1

The College Scholarship Service analyzed information abo _ family size,

income, and the average ability to support a son or daughter in college

with a given amount of income, to estimate the needs for financial aid

among students enrolled in Tennessee's public institutions. This

analysis. indicated that, if all financial aid available in 1967 had

?
been used by needy students, estimates of student need /for financial

assistan:ce indicate than an. additional- $15 million should have been

available to help defray their college expens: . Newever, over,$3

million in student aid, classified as student jobs and academic,

athletic, and music scholarships, may or may not have been given to

students who needed financial assistance.' Many students who did not

receive sufficient student finan-Aal aid from federal or institutional

funds were obtaining,the money they needed to go to college by working,

or by un-Sual parental sacrifice or from other rifts and scholarships

unknown to the institution. Frequently, st_L.dents are forced to

postpon- graduation dates, or in some cases to diScontinue their

education permanently because they :lave to mork their way through

college. A limited amount of work can be an important aid in paying

college expenses, but too much work iS likely t6 s,low down college

progress.

The institutions participating in)the study reported'that in 1967-68,

they knew 283 undergraduate students and 10 graduate students who
_

discontinued their studies for financial reasoas. There are unddubtedly

others who have to quit for other reasons-partly related.to financial

diffi ulties.
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Information obtaiiied fro_ another survey sponsored by the. Higher

Education commission will be used to develop estimates of the number

of low-inceme, high-ability high school graduates who do not go on

to college. Data will be available soon to stimate the number of

talented Tennesseans who, never get to college at all because they do

not have the money.

In spite of the large amount of student aid available in Tennessee

colleges, the need for additional student aid is evident. Not only

do some of the young people who are attending college need additional

financial assistance now,_but there are students who could come to

college if,they had some way of financing their college education

through work opportunities, scholarships, or other forms of aid.

A more detailed report on student ald will be available within the

near fut re. Individuals interesLed in obtaining a copy of this

Yeport should write to:

Tennessee Hiher Education Commission

507 State Office Building

Nashville, Tennessee 37219


